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ABSTRACT

This study utilized qualitative nmethods to examne the socia
i nteractions that occur within supported enpl oynent settings between
workers with disabilities and nondi sabl ed co-workers. The study al so
examned the job supports at work settings, to understand the
rel ati onship between formal, job coach support services and natura
j ob supports.

Through supported enpl oynent, adults with noderate and severe
disabilities have begun to achi eve enpl oynent outside of sheltered
wor kshops and activity centers, in typical community businesses. e
approach to supported enpl oynent is the "job coach" nodel, whereby a
j ob coach acconpani es the enployee to his or her job, systematically
teaches the job to the enpl oyee, and then gradually decreases his or
her tine at the setting. Supported enploynment ains at the
I ntegration of supported enployees with their co-workers and
super vi sors.

In this study, seven supported enpl oynent settings were studied
using partici pant-observation and interviews. Settings included a
nursing honme, a departnent store, a transportation conpany, two
restaurants, a hospital, and a school. Job coaches had conpl eted
initial training and were intermttently present.

Al supported enpl oyees held entry-level, |ow status jobs. Most
jobs involved cleaning work. Co-workers were uncommtted to their
jobs and positions turned over frequently. Two or nore co-workers
often worked together and interacted to performjoint tasks and sol ve
work problens. Additional social interactions spilled over from



formal interactions, often in the formof joking or teasing. S ower
times and break times were utilized for socializing, and special
soci al custons had devel oped at many settings. Mbst enpl oyees had
one or two work friends. Supported enployees participated in all of
these interactions, but in general interacted |less than their co-
wor kers. Supported jobs were often special positions, wthout a

cl ose co-worker. These positions had been structured to elimnate
many possibilities for interactions.

Enpl oyees recei ved support from experi enced co-worker "nentors"
and fromtheir work friends. Job coaching interfered with nentoring
for supported enpl oyees, and job coaches did not teach participation
In social custons. As a result, supported enpl oyees received |ess
natural support than their co-workers. Despite these problens,
supported enpl oyees were perceived as "li ke anybody el se" and had

becone accepted nenbers of the work setting.



CHAPTER |
BACKGROUND

One of the nost significant recent innovations in services to
persons with severe disabilities has been the devel opnent of
supported enpl oynent. As a result of the dissemnation of supported
enpl oynent service technol ogy and the energence of |egislation,
regul ations and funding streans for supported enpl oynent, |arge
nunbers of persons with severe disabilities who were previously
considered suitable only for segregated prograns in sheltered
wor kshops or activity centers are enployed at jobs in community
busi nesses and i ndustries.

A major notivating force behind the supported enpl oynent
novenent has been the belief that people with severe disabilities are
capable of and entitled to fuller comunity participation and
I ntegration. Whnman and Moon (1987) list integration as the prinary
“critical value" in supported enpl oynment prograns, and Brown,

Shiraga, York, Kessler, Strohm Rogan, Sweet, Zanella, VanDeventer
and Looms (1984) have argued that integration is the "central issue"
I n vocational services.

What does it nean for a person with a severe disability to fully
—or nore fully—participate in comunity life? Wat does it nean to
be or becone integrated? Mre specifically, what does it nean for a
person to be integrated into a community work setting? This issue is
by no neans sinple or clear. (eneral information is unsatisfactory,
as Brown, Shiraga, A bright, Kessler, Bryson, VanDeventer, and Looms
(1987) have not ed:



Wiile 29 of the 32 graduates functioned in integrated settings
and perforned real work next to nondi sabl ed co-workers, specific
kinds of social interactions and rel ati onshi ps nust be anal yzed
in greater detail. Are friendships devel oping? Do frequent and
normal i zed interactions occur between workers wi th and w t hout
disabilities to grow and produce as nuch as possi ble? Are
attitudes of acceptance and support in the integrated workpl ace

I nproving? (p. 37)

The study reported here investigated the social integration of
enpl oyees with severe disabilities in supported enpl oynent settings.
An overview of supported enploynent is provided in the first section
of this chapter. The follow ng sections discuss integration as it
relates to supported enploynent, reviewcurrent literature on
wor kpl ace social interactions, and define the purpose of the

resear ch

Overvi ew of Supported Enpl oynent

Supported enpl oynent is defined by the U.S. Rehabilitation
Services Admnistration as "conpetitive work in an integrated work
setting with on-going support services for individuals with severe
handi caps for whom conpetitive enpl oynent (a) has not traditionally
occurred, or (b) has been interrupted or intermttent as a result of
severe handi caps" (34 CF. R Part 363.7).

Supported enpl oynent prograns place individuals with severe
disabilities directly into coomunity jobs and offer an array of
services to insure enploynent success. As conpared with the follow
up services that acconpanied traditional job placenent, supported
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enpl oynment services are (a) nore intensive and systematic, (b) nore
conprehensive (i.e. taking into account transportation and other work
related concerns), and (c) of longer or even indefinite duration
(Vhnan & Kregel, 1985).

Most i ndividualized supported enpl oynent prograns are variations
on a nodel referred to as the supported jobs nodel or nore accurately
the job coach nodel (N sbet & Hagner, 1988). In the job coach nodel,
a rehabilitation agency staff person variously known as a job coach,
job trainer, placenent and training specialist, or enploynent
coordi nator provi des support services to a worker with a severe
disability working at a job in the comunity. The job coach perforns
mul tiple tasks, including some that take place away fromthe
enpl oynent site (Vhnan & Melia, 1985). nh-site job coach
responsibilities include systematic instruction in job tasks and
other required skills and non-instructional interventions
collectively termed "advocacy" (Veéhnan & Melia, 1985).

Systematic instruction includes analyzing a job into a series of
smal | steps, providing pronpts, feedback, denonstrations, and other
forms of instruction, and collecting data. Advocacy is defined in
one job coach manual (Mon, Coodall, Barcus & Brooke, 1986) as "any
activity perfornmed by a job trainer which pronotes a retarded
wor ker's success in a conpetitive job" (p. 75). Exanples of advocacy
provi ded by the authors include (a) establishing rapport wth
supervi sors and co-workers, (b) explaining training techni ques and
I nvol ving supervisors and co-workers in training, (c) explaining a
supported enpl oyee's disability, background, and behavi oral

characteristics to co-workers, and (d) encouraging co-workers to
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socialize with a supported enpl oyee and nodel i ng appropriate ways of
doing it. Both systematic instruction and advocacy are believed to
be essential to job retention in supported work prograns (Vhnan &
Kregel, 1985). As a supported enpl oyee nasters job tasks, job
coaches gradually fade their presence at a work site, eventually

remai ning involved through periodic visits or tel ephone contacts.

Integration and Supported Enpl oynent

I n connection with supported enpl oynent, "integrated" is used to
mean a nunber of different things. |Integrated is often defined to
mean work in a setting not designed as a facility for persons wth
handi caps. Whman, Kregel, Barcus and Schal ock (1986) had this
meani ng in mnd when they stated that "enphasis needs to be placed on
training that occurs as much as possible in integrated, as opposed to
excl usi vel y handi capped, facilities" (p. 117).

QG her authors define an integrated setting nore narrowy.
Specific nunerical standards for integration were proposed by Brown
et. al. (1987): No nore than two people with severe disabilities
should work in any imedi ate work area, and the total nunber of
persons with severe disabilities within any general work area shoul d
approxi mate the natural proportion (.0l) of persons with severe
disabilities in the general popul ation.

Federal supported enploynent regul ations offer a different
definition of an integrated setting. A setting is integrated if the
majority of workers at the setting are not disabled and either (a)
supported enpl oyees are not part of a group of workers wth

disabilities or (b) if they are part of a group, the group size is no



| arger than eight and the workers with disabilities have regul ar
contact w th nondi sabl ed individuals other than personnel providing
support services in the imrediate work setting (34 CF. R Part 363.7
a) .

QG her definitions of integration link it even nore closely to
contact or interactions with nondi sabl ed co-workers. Everson (1988)
defines "integrated work" as "enpl oynent within a typical work
setting in which the person with a disability works in cl ose
proximty to, and interacts w th, nondi sabled workers other than
human servi ces support personnel™ (p. 15). Everson's definitionis
nore stringent than the Federal definition in one sense, but |ess so
In another. The requirenent that interactions take place between
workers with disabilities and their nondi sabl ed co-workers in any
enpl oynent, not nerely when workers with disabilities are enployed in
groups, is anore stringent definition of integration. However, the
Federal definition requires that contacts be regular, while Everson's
definition does not. Mre inportantly, the absence of any reference
to a nunber or proportion of persons with handicaps wthin a setting
as a criterion for integration allows for the "integrated" enployment
of indefinitely large groups of persons w th handi caps, according to
Everson's definition.

N sbet and Call ahan (1987) define integration prinarily by
exanple: "Integration neans worki ng al ongsi de and sharing
responsi bilities with nondi sabl ed co-workers; taking breaks, having
| unch, and attending a happy hour with their nondi sabl ed peers;
recei ving instruction fromconpany supervisor; learning fromtheir
nondi sabl ed co-workers; and being val ued enpl oyees of the conpany"”
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(p. 184). Integration according to this definitionis clearly

I nteractional, roughly corresponding to what is sonetines called
social integration, where social integration is distinguished from
physical integration (e.g. Wl fensberger & Thomas, 1983, p. 18).

Sone di scussions of integration go beyond the requirenents that
settings be natural, that the nunber or percent of persons wth
handi caps be snmall, and that interactions occur or occur regularly.
These di scussions stress qualitative features of social interactions
and/or the attitudes or perceptions of persons involved in those
I nt eractions.

Sonetimes perceptions are given nore enphasis. For
Wl f ensberger and Thomas (1983), social integration requires that
I nteractions be normative, defined as "not perceived or
experienced...as odd, peculiar, outlandish, or...deserving of unusua
attention" and "within the range of the 'expectable' or consistent
with an aspired norm (p. 18).

H gher quality or positive interactions are stressed by other
authors. For Taylor, Racino, Knoll, and Lutfiyya (1987) "integration
nmeans that people should have the opportunity to interact wth other
people, to formclose relationships, and to achi eve ful
participation in community life" (p. 54). N sbet and Call ahan (1987)
have in a sense conbi ned both enphases, by |isting exanpl es of
positive interactions but enphasizing social perception (that

enpl oyees be val ued).

I nteracti ons and Supports in the WrKkpl ace

Several strands of rehabilitation research have investigated the



soci al behavior of enployees with disabilities in the workpl ace.
Wr ker interactions, working relationships, and job supports have
al so been investigated "generically"; that is, outside the
di sci plines of special education and rehabilitation.

Wthin rehabilitation, the belief that "concentration on
physi cal capacities and tolerance will go for naught if skills for
t he managenent of personal affairs and congeni al social exchange are
I gnored" (Sankovsky, 1971, p. 9) has long been commonpl ace. Two
strands of research have emerged as adults with severe disabilities
began to denonstrate the ability to work in community settings.

The first strand consists of anal yses of the social skills
requi red at work, through studies of reasons for job |loss (Foss &
Peterson, 1981; G eenspan & Shoultz, 1981; Hanl ey- Maxwel |, Rusch,
Chadsey- Rusch & Renzaglia, 1986) and surveys of enpl oyer job
requi rements (Rusch, Schutz & Agran, 1982; Burton, Chavez & Kohaska,
1987). These studies highlighted the subtlety of workpl ace soci al
expectations and behavior and the need for specificity and detail in
delineating the social requirenents of jobs. For exanple, Hanley-
Maxwel |, Rusch, Chadsey-Rusch and Renzaglia (1986) specul ated that
the use of an a priori classification scheme nmay be | ess hel pful than
an anal ysis of individual reasons for job |l oss. And Rusch, Schutz,
and Agran (1982) noted that the requirenents of enployers vary across
particular communities and that general information can only provide
a general guide. Any particular enploynent setting has its own
particular social requirenents. As a result, there has been an
I ncreasi ng enphasis on the use of "normative" or "ecol ogi cal "
anal ysis (Karan & Kni ght, 1986; Whnan, Renzaglia & Bates, 1985) to
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understand the social expectations of specific settings.

The second strand of research consists of intervention studies
(Breen, Haring, Pitts-Conway & Gayl ord- Ross, 1985; Chadsey- Rusch,
Karl an, R va & Rusch, 1984; Rusch & Menchetti, 1981) to denonstrate
the acquisition of social skills by workers with severe disabilities.
I ntervention studi es have provided powerful denonstrations of the
ability of workers with severe disabilities to acquire a range of
soci al behaviors and use themin work settings. However, there has
been a tendency to sel ect behaviors for instruction based on casua
observation and to teach and observe themas isolated bits.

For exanpl e, Chadsey-Rusch, Karlan, R va, and Rusch (1984)
sel ected question-asking for instruction because the workers "had a
deficit" in that area and because "it has val ue in establishing
Interactions" (p. 219). They did not establish where and when
I nteractions took place at the setting, whether it was usual to ask
repeated questions, or other details inportant to understanding the
meani ng of the behavior acquired. Breen, Haring, Pitts-Conway and
Gayl ord- Ross (1985) taught two workers with severe disabilities to
ask their co-workers whether they wanted coffee during breaktine at
comunity work settings. The training was successful, and co-workers
responded to interactions initiated towards them but sel dom extended
those interactions further. It is difficult to evaluate this result
w t hout knowi ng the typical breaktine behavior and social norns at
the settings involved. For exanple, perhaps offering coffee to co-
workers was out of place and stigmatized the workers with
disabilities as unusual; or alternatively, perhaps breaktine

I nteractions typically consisted of only one verbal exchange and the
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| ack of further interactions signified acceptance of the workers.

More recently, a third strand of research has devel oped,
consisting of a variety of naturalistic, descriptive conparisons of
soci al behavior in work settings. N sbet and Vincent (1986) conpared
the inappropriate behavior and instructional interactions of
enpl oyees at three sheltered and six community work settings. One of
several findings was that instructional interactions between
supervisors or co-workers and workers with severe disabilities occur
far nmore frequently within comunity work settings than in sheltered
settings.

Wacker, Berg, Visser, Egan, Berrie, Ehler, Short, Swatta, and
Tasler (1986) investigated the incidental |earning that took place
when two students with severe disabilities received training at a
community job. Incidental behaviors were new behaviors that were
| earned wi t hout being specifically targeted for instruction by a job
trainer. Each student acquired several new behaviors through
incidental learning, including initiating greetings, telling jokes,
sharing snacks, and tal king w th co-workers.

Li gnugari s/ Kraft, Rule, Salzberg and Stow tschek (1986) conpared
the social interactions anong workers with and without disabilities
in two enploynent settings. These investigators found that all
enpl oyees actively interacted in a variety of ways. Common soci al
behavi or included tal king about a work-related topic, giving help or
wor ki ng cooperatively, and joking and | aughing. The researchers
found no significant difference in the anount or type of interactions
engaged in by enployees with or without disabilities, with the

exception that nore joking and |aughing was observed on the part of
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nondi sabl ed enpl oyees. Co-worker and supervi sor assi stance were
common in both settings. Because both settings studied contained

| arge groups of workers with disabilities, the mgority of whomwere
mldly, not severely, disabled, the applicability of these findings
to settings which neet the Federal standards for supported enpl oyment
I S questi onabl e.

Social interactions and supports in the workplace have al so been
studied "generically", fromthe perspectives of business nanagenent
and the sociology of work. A reviewof literature fromthese
di sciplines (Nsbet & Hagner, 1988) highlighted three consistent
t henes.

First, informal or "surplus" social interactions are preval ent
at work. Informal interactions include brief comrents, gestures and
synbolic acts w th shared neani ngs, joking and teasing, assistance in
conpl eti ng work, having coffee or nmeal s together, conversations about
personal |ife, asking and giving advice, teaching or denonstrating a
work task, and so forth. Infornmal interactions serve to relieve
boredom and a sense of powerl| essness, facilitate conpletion of group
work tasks, and maintain a sense of group solidarity.

Managenent theorists use the term"organi zational culture" to
descri be the set of shared beliefs, neanings, and informal custons
prevalent wthin a work setting (Sathe, 1983; Schein, 1985; Smrcich
1983; WIlkins, 1983). Qltures are produced as a group of enpl oyees
share comon experiences and sol ve probl ens together over tine
(Schein, 1985). The products of organi zational cultures include
rituals, |egends, cerenonies, and specialized | anguage (Smrcich

1983). The norns of a culture include rules for passing the
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culture to new nenbers (Sathe, 1983).

Informal interactions also result in the establishment of
wor ki ng rel ationshi ps anong co-workers (Gbarro, 1987). Henderson
and Argyle (1985) identified four |evels of working rel ationshi ps:
(a) social friends, wth whomthe enpl oyee spent sonme non-work tinmne;
(b) work friends, wth whoman enpl oyee frequently interacted
informally (including during break times) and gave and recei ved
assi stance; (c) work mates, w th whoman enpl oyee interacted on a
daily basis but primarily regarding work-related topics; and (d)
conflict relationships.

A second finding has been that patterns of interactions are
often unique to individual work settings. D stinct cultural features
have been noted at different settings even though the work perforned
at each setting was simlar and the settings were part of the same
conpany (Ansa, 1985; Peponis, 1985). Partly because social behavior
Is largely setting-specific, researchers have enphasized the
| nportance of |ong-termobservations (Hrszow cz, 1982) and
qual itative research nethods (Sathe, 1983).

Third, support has been found to be a natural feature of work
settings. Researchers have docunented the availability and
| nportance of support concerning a wide variety of work and non-work
rel ated problens. Support can be defined by reference to supportive
behavior, as the provision of attention and reassurance or the
offering of material assistance (Pearson, 1982). Qher researchers
prefer to define support as the feeling or perception of being val ued
and a part of a network of commrunication and nutual obligation

(Kirneyer & Lin, 1987). 1In a work context, support can include
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practical help and infornation related to work or to personal
problens, as well as purely affective expressions of solidarity and
caring, which facilitate job performances or satisfaction (Burke,
Wir & Duncan, 1976; Mtchell, Billings & Mbos, 1982). Support is
provi ded to workers both horizontally, by their co-workers, and
vertically, by their supervisors. Oth, WIkinson, and Benfari
(1987) noted that nmany effective managers adopt the role of a coach
t owards their subordi nates.

Support is closely related to interactions anong workers
(Kirmeyer & Lin, 1987). Feldman (1977) found that feelings of
accept ance by one's co-workers preceded new enpl oyees' feelings of
conpetence. He speculated that until they becane well established as
a menber of a network of informal custons and communi cati ons,
enpl oyees were unable to obtain information and assistance crucial to
the satisfactory perfornmance of their jobs.

The support that is referred to inthe literature on the
soci ol ogy of work and busi ness nanagenent is available naturally
within work environnents. Therefore, for our purposes, it can be
referred to as natural support (N sbet & Callahan, 1987), to
distinguish it fromthe support that is nmeant by the term "supported
enpl oynent"; that is, support provided by human service agencies to

persons with disabilities.

Pur pose of the Research

Wil e persons with severe disabilities have to sonme extent been
placed in comunity settings, they have not always becone a part of
t hose settings (Bogdan & Taylor, 1987). The purpose of the present
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study was to describe the |evel of participation, or social

I ntegration, achieved by workers with severe disabilities through
supported enpl oynent. That entailed an understanding of the typica
patterns of behavior within individual work settings, and of the

I nteractions anong setting participants. S nce integration can al so
I nvol ve the way in which one is perceived, an understandi ng of how
supported enpl oyees are percei ved—what beliefs are hel d about them
how their behavior is interpreted, and so forth—+s essential to
understandi ng their integration.

Supported enpl oynent personnel, the job coaches who acconpany
supported enpl oyees, represent a third party whose presence nust be
understood to gain a conplete picture of supported enpl oynent. It is
particularly inportant to ascertain how the "advocacy" function is
carried out by practicing job coaches, and what rel ationship exists
bet ween job coaching as it is described in supported enpl oynent
literature and training manual s, and job coaching as it is practiced.

Systematic instruction and behavi or managenent techni ques have
been highly effective in special, segregated environnments. It is
I nportant to understand the inpact of inporting such techniques into
natural settings. Related to this is the relationship between
internal and external sources of job support. Long before the advent
of formal supported enpl oynent services, natural comunity
envi ronnment s devel oped internal nechanisns for providing training and
support to enployees. It is inportant to examne these two systens,
the systemof natural support internal to the work organi zation, and
supported enpl oynment services inported froman external source, and

to understand how they rel ate.
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Research questions were devel oped to investigate four topic
areas related to the integration of workers with severe disabilities
I n supported enpl oynent settings. Specific questions, descriptive in
nature, involved the nature of supported jobs and settings, the
I nteractions anong setting participants, the supports provided to
enpl oyees, and the perceptions of setting participants.

1. Wat are the characteristics of supported jobs and

enpl oynent settings? Wat are the job responsibilities of supported

enpl oyees and what is the job function of supported enpl oyees in
relation to the conpany or department in which they are enpl oyed?
Wi ch ot her enpl oyees share the same work setting as supported

enpl oyees? How do the wages, work schedul es, working conditions, or
ot her aspects of supported job positions relate to other positions
wthin a work setting?

2. Wiat social interactions take place at supported enpl oynment

settings? Wat interactions occur between supported enpl oyees and
their co-workers and supervisors? How do these interactions conpare
w th interactions anong nondi sabl ed co-workers and between co-workers
and supervisors? In what ways do the periodic visits of job coaches
affect the behavior of other setting participants? Do supported

enpl oyees, co-workers, or supervisors interact differently when job
coaches are absent then when they are present?

3. Wiat supports are provided to enpl oyees w thin supported

enpl oynent settings? To what extent do co-workers provide natural

support for each other, or supervisors provide support for their
subordi nates? Are natural supports provided to other enpl oyees; and

If so, how do they conpare with natural supports provided to other

14



enpl oyees? Wen supported enpl oyees experience problens at work and
a job coach is not present, how are the probl ens resol ved? Wat
ongoi ng support is provided to supported enpl oyees by job coaches?
Are supported enpl oynent services |limted to job coaching, or are

ot her kinds of support provided?

4. How do participants in supported enpl oynent settings

percei ve one another? How are enpl oyees with severe disabilities

perceived by their co-workers and by others within the work

organi zation? How do supported enpl oyees view their co-workers and
their supervisors? How do supported enpl oyees and ot her nmenbers of
t he organi zati on perceive job coaches? Wat other persons (e.g
conpany customners, agency admnistrators) hol d perceptions rel evant

to the participation of supported enpl oyees in work settings?
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CHAPTER | |
METHODALOGY

An understanding of the social integration of supported
enpl oyees requires attention to both the fine-grained details of
soci al processes within supported enpl oyment settings and to the
meani ng of events to the participants. Both requirenents are ideal
for the application of qualitative or ethnographic research nethods
(Erickson, 1986). The detailed qualitative study of specific social
situations, sonetinmes known as m cro-et hnography, has been applied to
a wide variety of settings (Spradley, 1980). Wthin vocationa
rehabilitation, qualitative nmethods have been utilized to examne the
social interactions within sheltered work settings (Turner, 1981) and
vocational evaluation settings (Mirphy & Hagner, 1988). Qualitative
nmet hods have al so been enployed to study the social organization of
typi cal workpl aces, such as banks (Schnei der, Parkington & Buxton,
1980), police departnents (VanMaanen, 1975), and factories (Ansa,
1986). Wthin sociology, Sandler (1982), Thonpson (1983) and ot hers
have studied the social interactions wthin work settings using
qualitative nmethods. Das (1983) and Schein (1985) have recommended
the use of qualitative nethods to study the cultures of work
settings.

The present study utilized both participant-observati on and sem -
structured interview nethods (Bogdan & Bi klen, 1982; Taylor and
Bogdan, 1984). The selection of settings and the process of data

collection and analysis are discussed in the follow ng sections.



Settings and Participants

Four supported enpl oynent agencies in central New York were
asked to nomnate up to two supported settings each for study, based
on the following criteria:

1. No nore than two supported enpl oyees shoul d work at any one
setting, to insure that individual jobs were studied rather than
group pl acenents.

2. Each setting should involve enpl oynent for pay, rather than
nmerely training or vol unteer work.

3. Each supported enpl oyee shoul d be considered by the supported
enpl oynent agency and state (ffice of Vocational Rehabilitation (OR
as having a severe disability.

4. Supported enpl oyees shoul d be successfully enpl oyed beyond an
initial training or adjustnent period, so that (a) the agency
considered the setting a successful exanple of supported enpl oyment
and (b) job coach presence was not continual but job coaches had to
sonme degree "faded out."

Three agenci es nomnated two work settings, and one agency
nom nat ed one setting. Conpany nanagers, supported enpl oyees and
ot her workers at each setting were inforned of the study and agreed
to partici pate.

Settings and Conpany Characteristics

For consistency, the term "conpany" hereafter refers to a work
organi zation that provides enploynent to a supported enpl oyee and
ot her enpl oyees. "Agency" refers to a human service organi zation
whi ch provi des placenent and support services to persons wth
disabilities. "Setting" refers to the physical prem ses—

17



bui I ding(s) or section(s) of a building and adj acent grounds—ahere
the work of a supported enployee and his or her co-workers is
performed. The seven conpanies and settings are described bel ow

1. Sunny Haven is a large, old nursing hone in an urban area.
Enpl oyees at the setting include the director, office workers,
nursing and other resident care staff, food service workers, and a
mai nt enance and housekeepi ng departnent. Cne of the housekeepers is
a supported enpl oyee. The setting consisted of the entire building,

I ncl udi ng roons, hallways, common areas, office and storage areas.

2. Qants is a large suburban departnment store owned by an
Interstate corporation. The back section of the store consists of a
| arge stock room office, and an enpl oyee lunch room This is the
work setting for a supported enpl oyee, five co-workers, and a
receiving clerk who is also the departnment supervisor. Fl oor
sal espersons are occasionally assigned to work in the stock room and
all store enployees utilize the lunch room

3. Rde-AVan is a nedical transport conpany whi ch enpl oys a
supported enpl oyee as the janitor. Requests for transportation to
medi cal appoi ntnents are received by a dispatcher and forwarded to
one of several drivers. R de-A-Van also enploys office enployees, an
of fi ce manager, and three vehicle nechanics. The setting includes
offices, hallways, the kitchen, two garages and a parking | ot.

4. Jiffy Burger is a busy fast food hanburger chain franchise.
Ei t her the manager or one of the three assistants nanagers supervises
a crew of food preparati on workers and cashiers, a dining roombus
person, a naintenance person and a di shwasher. Enpl oyee work

schedul es are staggered so that the size and conposition of the work
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crew changes several tines during the day. Enployed as the bus
person, a supported enpl oyee works mainly in the dining room but the
work setting also includes the food preparation and storage area

behi nd the serving counter, an outdoor dining area.

5. The dinton Inn is a |large suburban restaurant w th severa
di ning roons, a bar, kitchen, serving area, dishwashing area, and
storage roons. Patronage during | unch—when a supported enpl oyee
works as a di shwasher and cl eaner—s fairly light. Odinarily two
wai tresses, a hostess, a cook, a food preparation person, and the
restaurant manager are on duty in addition to the supported enpl oyee.

6. Cdty Hospital is a large private health care facility in an
urban area. The dietary departnent consists of a di shroom and
storage area on the ground floor, and a preparation, cooking and
serving area on the floor above. A dishroom supervisor is
responsi bl e for the di shroom enpl oyees and stock workers on the | ower
| evel . A supported enpl oyee works on this level as well and has
conbi ned di shwashi ng and food preparation duties.

7. Holy Rosary School is a parochial elenmentary and mddl e
school. The cafeteria and kitchen, gymand | ocker roons, and art and
nmusic roons are located in the basenent of the building. deaning
these areas was the responsibility of the supported enpl oyees. Qher
enpl oyees who worked on that floor included cafeteria workers, the
gymteacher, and the art and nusic teachers. A teacher assigned to
supervi se the lunch period, and a parish nai nt enance wor ker were on-
site periodically. TABLE | lists the conpanies and settings studied,

type of business and supported enpl oyee job positions.
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TABLE |
SUPPCRTED EMPLOYMENT SETTI NGS

Conpany Type of Busi ness Support ed Co- wor ker s*
Enpl oyee
Posi tion
Sunny Haven Nur si ng Hone Housekeeper
G ants Departnent Store St ock Mar ker
R de- A- Van Transportati on Jani tor 14
Jiffy Burger Fast Food Rest. Bus Person 11
dinton Inn Rest aur ant D shwasher
Aty Hospital Hospi t al Food Preparer
Holy Rosary School Jani t or

*Typi cal nunber in imrediate setting during supported enpl oyee

wor k hours.
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Supported Enpl oyee Characteristics

(One supported enpl oyee was enpl oyed at each work setting. The
supported enpl oyees varied in age, disability |abel, and work
hi story. Four supported enpl oyees had previously worked sheltered
wor kshops. One of these, R chard F., had al so previously
participated in a work enclave. But for Edward P., Tinmothy M, and
Janes W, their jobs at Jiffy Burger, the Ainton Inn, and Holy
Rosary School were their first enpl oynment experience outside of a
shel t ered wor kshop.

Rchard F. is a friendly, outgoing individual whose disabilities
are considered to be mld nental retardation and traumatic brain
injury. He resides in a group honme and i ndependently uses the public
bus systemand sonetinmes also a bicycle to get around the city.

R chard nmakes comrents that people call "w secracks,” which sonetinmes
annoy people, and he joins in or listens to other people's
conversations to a degree that sone people accuse himof "not mnding
his own business.” The agency consi dered these behaviors, as well as
a tendency to |lose track of the sequence of tasks he has been
assigned, as his vocational limtations.

Edward P. is a quiet slow noving man who appears to be ol der
than his md-forties. He walks wth a shuffling gate and stooped-
over posture, and his hair and clothes | ook disheveled at tines.
Edward takes a while to get to know people, and there are many peopl e
whom he dislikes. He answers questions with one word or syl abl e,
but those who know hi mwel | consider himto be friendly, enthusiastic
at tines, and easy to understand. Edward resides in a group hone,

and his social activities are limted to those provided by the staff
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of the residence. He is l|labeled severely nentally retarded.

Tinothy M is considered to have a long-termpsychiatric
I Il ness, paranoi d schizophrenia. He lives in a supervised apart ment
and travel s independently to work, stores, and other comunity
settings. Tinothy dresses sloppily at tines. Because he noves
slow y and speaks in a sonewhat expressionless tone of voice, he
strikes people as sleepy. But Tinothy enjoys talking with people and
often initiates conversation. He is known for drinking a |ot of
coffee and snoking cigarettes a great deal.

Janes W is a loud, boisterous individual. He asks many
questions, including sonme that people find i nappropriate, |aughs a
great deal, and sonetines acts in silly manner. He resides with his
famly, and uses public transportation independently.

Two supported enpl oyees had no work history prior to obtaining
their supported jobs. Both Brenda P. and Robert L. participated in
day treatnment prograns prior to their enploynent at Sunny Haven and
Aty Hospital, and continued to divide their day between a supported
job and attendance at a day treatnment program

Brenda P. resides with her sister, and is |abelled severely
nentally retarded. She smles readily but sel dom speaks. People
have difficulty understandi ng what she says. She appears to wal k
unsteadily, often holding onto a wall or furniture when she wal ks as
If she is afraid of falling. She depends on her sister or her day
treatment programfor transportation and activities.

Robert L. resides in a group hone and is |abelled severely
nentally retarded. He is thought of as a "noody" i ndividual,

friendly and even silly sonme days but grunpy and angry on ot her days.
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He enjoys talking with people but speaks in hard-to-understand single
syl | abl es, supplenmented by gestures. Cher than the bus trip to
wor k, Robert L. is dependent on group honme staff for community
partici pation.

The seventh supported enpl oyee, Linda F., had recently graduated
from secondary school. She had received vocational training at two
community work settings as a student and the supported enpl oynment
agency obtained a job for her a fewnonths after graduation. Gants
was her first paid enployer. Linda appears shy and sel f-consci ous,
but her speech is fluent and easy to understand. She resides in a
group home, uses public transportation to get to work, and is
| abel | ed noderately nentally retarded.

Four supported enpl oyees held part-tine jobs. In the case of
Brenda P., job hours were arranged by agency staff so that she could
continue to participate in a day treatnment programthe other half-day
and be transported to and fromthe job by the agency. Wrk hours
were arranged according to the nature of the job and needs of the
enpl oyer for the other three part-tine enpl oyees.

Three ot her enpl oyees worked | onger hours, although they did not
hol d what nost people would call a full-tinme jobs. FEdward P. worked
a five-hour shift each day at Jiffy Burger. R chard F. and Ti not hy
M worked a six-hour day at their supported jobs. TABLE I
summari zes supported enpl oyee characteristics and work schedul es.

Agency and Job Coach Characteristics

Wrk Services and Pl acenent Services each nom nated two work
settings for study. Both were large, well-established rehabilitation
facilities which operated sheltered workshops and ot her prograns but
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TABLE | |
SUPPCRTED EMPLOYEE CHARACTER STI CS

Sup|oort ed Age Dsability Resi dence  \Work Mont hs
Enpl oyee Label Hour s Enpl oyed
Brenda P. 31 Severe Ment al Sister's 11: 30 AM 3
Ret ar dat i on Hore
2:30 PM
Linda F. 22 Moder at e Q oup 8:00 AM
Ment al Horre
Ret ar dat i on 12: 00 PM
R chard F. 29 MId Mental Q oup 8:00 AM
Ret ar dat i on, Hore
Traumatic 2:30 PM
Brain Injury
Edward P. 44 Severe Ment al QG oup 10: 30 AM
Ret ardat i on Home
3:00 PM
Timothy M 46 Par anoi d Supervised 9:00 AM
Schi zophreni a Apar t nent
3:00 PM
Robert L. 26 Severe Ment al Q oup 8:30 AM
Ret ardati on Hone
12: 00 PM
James W 35 Moder at e Fam |y 1:00 PM
Mental Hone
Ret ardat i on 4:00 PM
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had al so received funding to provide supported enpl oynment services.
Wrk Services served al nost exclusively persons with devel opnent al
disabilities, while Placenent Services served persons with a variety
of disabilities.

At Wrk Services, one staff person was responsible for
contacting conpani es and devel opi ng j obs, and one of three job
coaches was assigned to each supported enpl oyee once a job was
secured. Placenent Services also enpl oyed a job devel oper, but
enpl oyed only one job coach, and therefore had to supplenment its own
staff with job coaches provided by the local O/R office.

Communi ty Services and Transitional Services were newer, snaller
agencies. Community Services nomnated two settings for study, and
Transitional Services nomnated one. Both were prinarily day
treatment agencies, providing training in daily living skills and
ot her non-renunerative devel opnental activities to adults with severe
disabilities. Programparticipants were adults who had been vi ewed
as unenpl oyabl e and had been rejected by or never referred to
vocational prograns. The admnistrators of Commnity Services and
Transitional Services disputed this view, and wanted to denonstrate
the enpl oynent potential of programparticipants.

Community Services received state funding for a hal f-day
supported enpl oynent program The sane staff nenber secured jobs and
provi ded job coaching for supported enpl oyees. Transitional services
did not have a formal supported enpl oynent program but provided
supported enpl oynent services informally by assigning one staff
nmenber to develop part-tinme jobs for a snmall nunber of program
partici pants. Wen a job was secured, the program contacted the
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| ocal OVR office and the office supplied a job coach.

Atotal of five job coaches were assigned to the seven supported
enpl oyees. The sane individual was the job coach for Edward P. and
R chard F., the supported enpl oyees served by Wrk Services. The
agency adm ni strator considered her the best of Wrk Services' three
j ob coaches, and assigned her enpl oyees who m ght be nore difficult
to serve.

Pl acenent Services provided a job coach for Tinmothy M at the
dinton Inn, but utilized a job coach supplied by the Iocal OVR
office to provide support to Janes W at Holy Rosary School. Janes
W's job coach worked as an independent contractor for the |local OR
office. GCommnity Services always transferred job coaching
responsibilities to a single staff nmenber once a supported enpl oyee
conpleted initial training, and so the sane individual was
responsi bl e for providing support to both Linda F. and to Robert L.
Transitional Services utilized a job coach provided by the local OWR
office for its supported enployment program This individual also
wor ked as an i ndependent contractor.

Job coaches spent varying anmounts of time at work settings, and
decreased the anmount as enpl oyees |learned nore of their job. The
extent of job coach presence at each setting during the first week of
observation is shown in TABLE I, along with job coach education and

experi ence.

Data Col | ecti on

Data was col l ected through partici pant-observati on suppl enent ed

by sem-structured interviews and exam nati on of docunents. Al data
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coll ection was conducted by the researcher. Each data source is
di scussed on the previ ous page.

Parti ci pant - observati on

Hal f-day partici pant-observation visits were conducted on 63
days for a total of 158 hours. Each setting was visited between
eight and 11 tines, on varying days of the week, over a period that
ranged fromseven to 14 weeks. Because the starting weeks of
observation at settings were staggered, the conplete data collection
peri od spanned ten nont hs.

Perm ssion to conduct observations was received fromthe
managenent of each setting. The initial role of the researcher
w thin each setting was that of an observer. Two related
difficulties had to be overcone in connection with this role. First,
work setting' s are designed around the work activity that is performed
within them Unrelated activity, such as passive observation, can
appear out of place. Second, participants within the settings
studi ed were accustoned to visits in connection wth supported
enpl oynent services. It was natural to assune that the researcher
was connected with the supported enpl oynent agency.

To mnimze these difficulties, supervisors and co-workers were
informed that the researcher was interested in the conpany or
departnent as a whole. To reinforce this posture, on sone visits
observations were nade of areas within each setting that did not
I nvol ve the supported enpl oyee, and one visit was conducted at each
setting when the supported enpl oyee was absent. Job coaches and
supported enpl oyees were inforned that no observations would be

communi cated to agency admnistrators, and this policy was strictly
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Support
Agency

VWor k
Servi ces

Pl acenent
Servi ces

Communi ty
Servi ces

Transi ti onal

Servi ces

TABLE 111

SUPPCRT AGENCI ES AND JOB OGOACH CHARACTER STI CS

Job Coach Education
and Experience

Li beral Arts B A
1 yr. Job Goach

Human Services B A
4 yrs. Voc. Rehab.

Psychology B.A
8 yrs. man Servi ces

Rehab. Services B A
3 yrs. Voc. Rehab.

No degree
No experience
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Hours of Job Coach Contact

Edward P.

Every day
2 hrs.

Timothy M

Every 3 wks.

15 mn.

Janes W

Every da
2hr{7. y

Li nda F.

2X K.
30 m n.

Brenda P.

Every day

2 hrs.

R chard F.

Every day
15 mn.

Robert L.

Every day
15 mn.



adhered to.
Locati ons fromwhi ch to conduct unobtrusive observati ons were

avai |l able at both restaurants, Jiffy Burger and the dinton Inn, and
at Rde-A-Van. Mbst of both restaurant settings coul d be observed
froma custonmer booth or table in the dining area. In the case of
Edward P., nost of his work at Jiffy Burger took place in the dining
area. Sitting in the kitchen area of R de-A-Van was a comon,
accepted practice at that site because drivers waited there between
"runs.”

At Sunny Haven and Oty Hospital, it becane possible for the
researcher to adopt a participant role on several visits by filling
in for absent enployees. As a worker, the researcher becane invol ved
as a participant as well as an observer of the setting. Cfers to
performvol unteer work or to fill-in were nade to nmanagers of ot her
work settings but opportunities were not avail able.

When possible, particularly during the last two or three
observation sessions at each setting, the researcher participated in
break and lunch conversations. During these tinmes, to observe
silently woul d have been nore obtrusive than to participate to a
noderate degree. Wrkers accepted this participation as natural and
appropriate. On one occasion a co-worker told the researcher "You ve
been here too long; you're starting to act |ike us."

At Gants and Holy Rosary School, the researcher usually stood
in an out-of-the-way |ocation. Each of these was a |large setting—a
war ehouse and a cafeteria—which easily accommodated an extra person.

Hal f-day (two and a half hour) visits fit inwell with the
tenporal rhythmand work schedul es at each setting. A typica
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observation routine for settings where supported enpl oyees worked
part-tine involved arriving at the site just after the enpl oyee began
work and remaining until he or she had left, or arriving before the
enpl oyee and remaining until nearly the end of his or her shift. In
t he case of enpl oyees who worked a | onger day, half of the
observations were conducted in the norning, and half in the
afternoon, with the researcher either arriving before |unch break or

| eavi ng after |unch.

Since everyone and everything at a setting could not be observed
all at once, one or two individuals or specific |locations wthin each
setting were the focal point for observation at any one tine. Foca
I ndi vidual s were selected to include representatives of each of four
mai n participant rol es: supported enpl oyees, co-workers, supervisors,
and job coaches. Supervisors were those individuals responsible for
managi ng the work of the departnment or conpany and who had authority
over the supported enpl oyee and his or her co-workers. Co-workers
wer e non-supervi sory conpany enpl oyees who worked within the sane
departnment, occupi ed the same physical setting, and/or interacted
with a supported enpl oyee during work. Focal individuals and
| ocations were varied across observation periods and occasional |y
within the sane observation period, guided by the study research
gquestions and by previous data. For exanple, the |lounge at R de-A-
Van was found to be a central l|ocation for social interactions anong
co-wor kers, and consequently becanme a prinmary focus of observation

during several subsequent visits.

Field notes were handwitten in a pocket-sized not ebook.

Entries were nade either in an out-of-the-way |ocation at the setting
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or inmmedi ately upon leaving the setting. These entries—eften single
words or sentence fragnents-—were then transcribed onto a word
processing data disk in conplete sentence formwi thin one day. Field
notes consisted of descriptions of the behavior and speech of setting
partici pants who were observed during each visit.

Sem -structured Intervi ews

Sem -structured interviews were conducted w th agency and
conpany personnel who were not participants in the daily routine at
wor k settings but whose decisions and perceptions were relevant to
the study. Atotal of 14 interviews were conducted, ranging fromten
to 25 mnutes in |ength.

Six interviews were held with agency admnistrators; one at each
of the four agencies and followup interviews at Transitional
Services and Wrk Services. Interviews were also conducted with the
managers of each of the seven conpanies and with one OVR counsel or
An agency admnistrator was the individual who coordinated the
supported enpl oynment program and supervised the job coaches. A
conpany nmanager was the individual at the highest nanagerial |evel at
a work setting. At Jiffy Burger, the dinton Inn, and Holy Rosary
School, the supervisor of the supported enpl oyee was al so t he conpany
manager. At the other four settings, the manager of the setting was
t he supervisor's supervisor.

e initial interviewwth each agency admni strator occurred
prior to the observation period and included the nomnation of
settings. Followup interviews were required in two cases where
admni strative decisions significantly affected the supported

enpl oyee. The format, timng, and |length of conpany nanager
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interviews varied w dely, but occurred during the end of the
observation period at all but one conpany.

I nterviews were conversational in nature, and reflected the
uni que characteristics and i ssues at each setting. For exanple, the
manager at Aty Hospital had recently received conpl aints from ot her
hospi tal enpl oyees about the conduct of the supported enpl oyee, and
therefore the nmanager's perceptions of and responses to those
conpl aints was the focal point for one interview

Exam nati on of Organi zati onal Docunents

Further data were obtained in the formof relevant docunents
suppl i ed by agenci es and by conpani es. Docunents consisted prinmarily
of supported enpl oyment program descriptions dissemnated by the four
agencies and training data sheets utilized by the job coaches. Al so
I ncl uded was a set of hand-outs on job coaching that one agency had
devel oped for staff devel opment purposes. Menoranda and notices that
were distributed by conpany managers to enpl oyees during the course

of the study were included as well.

Data Anal ysi s

The resulting 345 pages of raw data were anal yzed using a
constant - conpar ati ve, energent thene approach (Bogdan & Bi kl en, 1982;
d aser & Straus, 1967). Sone anal ysis took place during the data
col l ection phase itself, in the formof observer comments and a
fiel dwork meno.

(bserver's comrents of paragraph length or shorter were
conpl eted t hroughout the data collection period. These inpressions

and tentative thenes were entered during the witing of fieldnotes,
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differentiated fromobservational descriptions. For exanple, when
t he researcher asked the manager of one setting who the supported
enpl oyee' s supervi sor was, the manager responded that the job coach
was the supervisor. Wien this event was recorded, an observer's
comment was added which read "How nmuch responsibility can they be

t aki ng?"

After fieldwork at five work settings was conplete, a report on
fiel dwork progress and problens, or fieldwork nmeno (Bogdan & Bikl en,
1982), was conpleted. This neno tied together a nunber of observer
comments and suggested several tentative findings and thenes.
Deci si ons about the focus of observations at the last two settings
were guided by this neno. For exanple, many details of job coach
behavi or and perceptions were still unclear at that point, so job
coaches were observed nore extensively at the final two settings.

Codi ng Categori es

Anal ysis after data collection began with the assignnent of a
short descriptive phrase to each field note entry. For exanple, the
phrase "job coach as supervisor" was assigned to the paragraph
menti oned above in connection wth observer comments. O her
descriptive phrases included "co-workers conplain about nmanagenent,"
"supervisor sticks up for supported enpl oyee being teased," and
"experienced worker trains newworker." The resulting 235
descriptive phrases described in nore general terns the processes
whi ch were exenplified by the specific events observed and statenents
recorded and corresponded roughly to what LeConpte and Coetz (1984)
have called "l owinference descriptors."

Descriptive phrases were further reduced to a list of 42 coding
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categories, based upon patterns of simlarity anong them For
exanpl e, "workers conpl ai n about nmanagenent," "co-workers annoyed
with supported enpl oyee question," and "worker yells at co-worker"
were conbined to formthe coding category "Conplaining." The phrase
"job coach as supervisor” was conbi ned with "supervisor concerned
about job coach fading" and other related phrases to formthe coding
category "Conpany Perceptions of Job Coaches"; the phrases "job coach
provi des continual cues," "job coach works along as co-worker" and
others forned the category "Fornmal Training by Job Coaches," and so
forth.

Data reduction into coding categories by neans of an
internmediate |ist of descriptive phrases allowed data to be
synt hesi zed by neans of two deci sions. The first decision answered
the question "G what is this event or statenent an exanpl e?" and the
second question answered "Wiat other descriptive phrases bear a
simlar relationship to the research questions of the study?' The
coding categories are listed in Appendi x A

A three-letter code corresponding to each codi ng category was
entered into fieldnotes in the margin al ongsi de the paragraph(s) to
which it was applicable. Thus each paragraph of data was assigned to
one or nore coding categories. The fieldnotes and interview
transcriptions were then sorted by coding category, by neans of a
word processing program to conbine together all data paragraphs
assigned to each category.

The results are presented in four sections, corresponding to the
four topic areas of investigation. |Individual findings were those
soci al processes or beliefs that energed as nost promnent and that
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occurred repeatedly and across settings. For exanple, the coding
category "Stimuli for Informal Interactions” contained descriptions
of events such as "housekeepers work together and talk while
working," "teamunloading a truck led to joking," "extra comment when
giving order to cook," and "help with sign-in sheet followed by
teasing" at six settings. These events were the basis for one
finding about interactions, that formal interactions often spill over
into informal interactions.

The characteristics of supported jobs and settings conprised the
context in which interactions, supports and perceptions occurred.
Supported jobs are discussed in Chapter I11.

Chapter |1V describes the nature of social interactions that took
pl ace at supported enpl oynent settings anmong co-workers, between co-
workers and their supervisors, between supported enpl oyees and their
co-workers and supervisors, between job coaches and supported
enpl oyees, and between job coaches and conpany co-workers and
supervi sors. Job supports provided to enpl oyees are discussed in
Chapter V, including support provided by the supported enpl oynment
agencies to supported enpl oyees and to their co-workers. Those
interactions that directly assisted or facilitated the perfornmance of
an enpl oyee's job are discussed in this chapter.

Chapter VI presents findings related to how setting participants
descri bed and perceived each other. The perceptions of supported
enpl oyees towards their job coaches, co-workers, and supervisors; the
perceptions of conpany co-workers and supervisors towards each other,
towards supported enpl oyees, and towards job coaches; and the
perceptions of job coaches towards supported enpl oyees, co-workers

and supervisors are di scussed.
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CHAPTER 111
SUPPCRTED JOBS

| nteractions, supports, and perceptions occurred within the
context of each work setting' s business function and characteristic
patterns of activity. The level of supervision, job functions of co-
wor kers, and rel ati onshi ps of supported enpl oyee positions to those
of their co-workers and agency job coach presence differed at each

setting. The seven supported jobs are described bel ow

Housekeepi ng at Sunny Haven Nursing Hone

Ms. Brenda P. was one of three housekeepers at Sunny Haven.
Q her enpl oyees at the hone consisted of residential care, food
service, and office staff. Each of the two ot her housekeepers, one
of whomwas desi gnat ed Head Housekeeper, worked four full days and
one norning per week. Brenda's work schedule, 11:30 am to 2:30
p.m, five days per week, had been arranged by Transitional Services
to fit inwth its transportation schedule. An agency van
transported Brenda to her job after lunch at the day treatnent
center, dropping her off at Sunny Haven when the ot her housekeepers
were in the mddle of their lunch break. The van returned in the
afternoon, in the course of driving other day treatnent program
partici pants home.

The work coordi nator from Transitional Services and the nursing
home adm ni strator had negotiated a list of cleaning tasks for Brenda

P., tasks which the other housekeepers often didn't have time to



conplete. Her tasks included sweeping, nopping, dusting and
vacuum ng. The entire building was expected to be cleaned each week,
so a different set of tasks was schedul ed for each day. The work
coordi nator took photographs of every task and arranged theminto a
Monday book, a Tuesday book, etc. Each book was a different color,
and Brenda was supposed to learn "what color day it was" and take
that day's book with her as a reference for each day's schedul e.

Brenda P. was enployed at the mninmnumwage. The Ofice of
Vocational Rehabilitation reinbursed the conpany for part of her
wages for the first six nonths, in accordance with a schedul e of
gradual | y decreasing anounts. OVR also recruited and paid the salary
of the job coach who was assigned to help her learn the job. This
job coach kept in frequent contact with the day treatnent program
wor k coor di nat or

Brenda P. had been initially described by agency staff as "doi ng
wel | ," and when partici pant-observation visits began the job coach
had begun fading by arriving one hour |ater than Brenda each day.
But the admnistrator began to bring job perfornmance problens to the
job coach's attention, and after four weeks the job coach reverted to
staying wth Brenda for the full tine. Fading was never resuned, and
Brenda was termnated from enpl oynent after six nonths. The
termnation occurred at the end of a week in which she had mssed two
days of work, and erratic attendance—ene of several job perfornance
probl ens noted earlier by the conpany nanager—was given as a prinary
reason.

G her factors were probably involved as well. The six nonth
poi nt coincided with the end of OV/R wage rei nbursenents.
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Additionally, the termnation coincided with the end of spring
cleaning. A fourth housekeeper had been hired by the conpany on a
tenporary basis to help with spring cleaning. This individual had
not had any problens, and was offered pernanent enpl oynent when
Brenda P. was let go. Brenda was the only unsuccessful supported
enpl oyee during the study, and her termnation is discussed further

I n Chapter VI.

Marking Stock at Gants Departnent Store

Ms. Linda F. was enployed in the receiving departnent of Gants,

to mark each week's sal e nerchandi se. Marking consisted of setting a

gun" to a sequence of nunbers that natch those on the side of a
carton, and using the gun to place price stickers on each item
Mar ki ng took place in the back, storeroomsection, a large open
area divided into aisles by cartons of stock. Qher storeroom
enpl oyees included the supervisor, a stock handler, two other
markers, and a nerchandi se di splay assenbler. The other narkers
handl ed non-sal e nerchandi se, and divided their tine between the
storeroomand the selling floor. Linda F. was the only enpl oyee who
performed exclusively one task.
St or er oom enpl oyees worked either from7:00 am to 3:00 p.m or
9:00 aam to 500 p.m, five days per week. Linda F. worked part
time, from8:00 am until noon, four days per week, because those
hours were sufficient to keep up with sale nerchandise. Full-time
st oreroom enpl oyees ate |unch together in the enpl oyee |ounge between
12: 00 and 12: 30, and took a short norning and afternoon break singly

or inpairs. Linda F. used the |ounge to have a norning break snack
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but her day ended at noon and she ate her lunch at hone.

The stock marker position was unfilled at the tinme Comunity
Services contacted Gants, and the |ast few enpl oyees had not stayed
with the conpany long. Gants agreed to a slight nodification in
work hours to coincide with Linda F.'s bus schedule. She received
slightly above the mni numwage, the sane starting wage as ot her
enpl oyees.

Linda F.'s first job coach had been replaced by a foll owal ong
job coach, who visited approxi nately once a week for about an hour.

The manager considered Linda F. a satisfactory enpl oyee.
However, she experienced occasional short |ay-offs when no marki ng
work was avail able, and her work week was reduced from four to three

days during a seasonal sales sl unp.

Janitorial Wrk at R de-A-Van Medical Transportation

As the janitor, M. Rchard F. was responsi ble for general
cleaning of the office and garage areas at R de-A-Van. H's job tasks
I ncl uded cl eani ng and vacuum ng of fices and hal | ways, cleaning the
kitchen and three bathroons, enptying trash, and sweeping the garage
and parking lot. The office nmanager served as his imedi ate
supervisor. Q(her conpany enpl oyees included a dispatcher, three
clerical enployees, three nmechanics, and 11 drivers. A snaller staff
worked in the evening and overnight, including a night janitor. The
night janitor performed several naintenance duties in addition to
basic cleaning: painting, furnace upkeep, and so forth.

derical workers and nmechanics spent their work day in the

office and garage, respectively. The clerical workers generally left
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the building for |unch, whereas the nechanics and ot her enpl oyees ate
lunch in the building. Drivers went on "runs" to transport elderly
peopl e or people with disabilities to nedical appointnents. Sone
runs were schedul ed on a regular basis and others were responses to
specific calls. At any one tine between two and five drivers were in
the building. These drivers waited in a lounge area and tal ked, read
t he newspaper, drank coffee and ate |unch, or watched TV until
sumoned for their next run by the dispatcher.

R chard F. worked full time, at mninmnumwage. H's duties and
schedule were simlar to those of the previous janitor.

Initial job coach training had been conpl eted several nonths
earlier, but had resuned at the conpany's request because R chard was
not conpleting all his work tasks. Wen the study began, this second
job coach was on site approximately half of each day, but she
gradual |y decreased her visits to about a one-hour visit every other
day. The problens that pronpted reintervention were resolved to the

sati sfaction of the conpany.

Bussing Tables at Jiffy Burger

M. Edward P. worked as a bus person, clearing and w pi ng di ni ng
roomtables, cleaning spills, taking out trash, sweeping, nopping,
and cleaning windows. As with all non-nanagerial enpl oyees, he
worked a five-hour shift, five days per week. Edward's hours were
schedul ed to coincide wth the busy lunch period. Due to bus
schedul e problens he was not required to work on weekends, but his
work was in other respects the sanme as that of the enpl oyee he had
replaced. Usually ten other workers were on duty at Jiffy Burger,
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I ncl udi ng a manager, food preparers, a dishwasher, counter enpl oyees,
and one general naintenance person. Wrk shifts were staggered so
that workers each started and ended at a different tine.

Turnover was high at Jiffy Burger. Wth the exception of
managers and the supported enpl oyee, only two other individuals
remai ned enpl oyed over a three-nonth period. Wrkers evidenced
little coomtnent to the conpany, their supervisor, or their
occupation. One counter worker reported that "This isn't ny rea
job."

During the peak lunch period, the maintenance person and Edward
worked in front of the serving counter, in the dining room while the
manager and ot her workers worked in the kitchen and serving areas.
The nmai ntenance person's shift ended soon after Edward's began.
Before and after |unch the restaurant was |ess busy, and during those
times workers were given a break. Wrkers generally took breaks in
pairs, always at one particular restaurant booth. The manager also
checked the dining roomduring those slower tines.

Edward P. earned slightly over the mni numwage, the sane
starting wage as other enployees. A job coach was w th Edward nost
of his shift at the start of the study period, but she sel dom
interacted with himor remained in close proximty. She conpl ai ned
that Edward would not listen to her and worked especially poorly in
her presence. Her job coaching consisted of giving brief
Instructions and then watching fromeither the far end of the dining
roomor fromher car, parked where she could see in the wi ndow. By
the end of the observation period, the job coach was only on site for

about a hal f-hour at the begi nning of each shift.
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D shwashing at the Ainton Inn Restaurant

M. Tinothy M was enpl oyed as a di shwasher at the Adinton Inn.
He vacuuned, swept and nopped the restaurant floor and cl eaned the
bat hroons in the norning, then worked in the di shwashing area during
the lunch period. Usually the manager and the chef were on duty when
Tinothy arrived at 8:00 aam Two waitresses, a hostess, and a food
preparation person arrived later in the norning to begin setting up
for lunch. Tinothy was paid the m ni numwage.

The cook and food preparation person worked together to set up
the salad bar, the buffet table, and table settings. The waitresses
took a break when the set-up was conplete, changed into their dress
shoes, and waited until the first custoners arrived. Tinothy
switched fromcleaning to dishwashing at this point. Kitchen workers
t ook anot her break around 3:00 p. m —wai tresses and hostess together
at a booth, the cook and food preparation person together in the
kitchen—and usually ate food that had not been served for |unch
Tinothy was driven to his bus stop by the restaurant nmanager to catch
a bus hone at 3:00 p.m

A job coach from Pl acenent Services had conpleted on-site
training about a nonth prior to the start of participant-observation
at the dinton Inn. This job coach kept in contact w th the nmanager
t hrough tel ephone calls and an occasional brief visit to "check on
things." He had |eft a book of photographs that depicted each of
Tinothy's work tasks in chronol ogi cal order, and this book along wth
the job coach's phone nunber were kept in a safe place by the nanager

I n case they were needed.
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Food Preparation at Aty Hospital

In the dietary departnent at Gty Hospital, M. Robert L. was
responsi bl e for peeling and cutting vegetables during the first part
of each workday norning, and then assisting w th breakfast
di shwashi ng by w ping enpty carts then hand-washi ng di shes and cups
that the dish machine did not clean sufficiently. Wen the breakfast
di shwashi ng was conpl ete Robert brought carts of clean trays back to
the serving area. For the last half-hour of the norning, he returned
to peeling and cutting veget abl es.

Robert L. worked hal f-days, and was the only worker in the
departnent who did so. He had not been hired to fill a pre-
established job position. Rather, Community Services had negoti at ed
with the hospital to conbine several tasks into a new position for
him Nor was Robert an enpl oyee of the hospital. GCommunity Services
had entered into a contract wth Gty Hospital, whereby the hospita
paid a nonthly fee to Community Services and Community Services
remai ned Robert's enployer. This arrangenent allowed the departnent
head nore flexibility in creating a non-traditional position, and it
al so allowed Robert to be paid bel ow the m ni numwage, since
Community Services held a work activity license which permtted it to
pay subm ni numwages based on neasured productivity. Robert's wage
was about $2.00 per hour.

The dietary departnent was divided into an upper cooking and
serving level and a |ower |evel which included a di shroom a snal
sink area, a storage room and a supervisor's office. The di shroom
was dom nated by a | arge di sh nmachi ne which cleaned trays, cups, and

utensils after each neal. The sink area was intended to be used for
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di shwashi ng whenever the di sh machine was not in working order, but
it was also used by Robert L. to cut and peel vegetables, a task
which ordinarily would be done on the upper level. |In the stock
room two workers shel ved i ncomng supplies, kept inventory, and
filled requests for supplies that were needed for neals. A
supervi sor was assigned to the |ower |evel, and one room was
officially her office but unofficially it was used as a break room
for all staff.

Four or five dishroomworkers started work an hour after Robert
L. to operate the dish nmachi ne when food trays were brought down
after breakfast. Wien the dish nmachine was on, the di shroomwas
noi sy and all enployees were extrenely busy. After this peak period,
wor kers cl eaned the machine and the di shroom and then took their
breaks. Mst dishroomworkers left the hospital grounds during their
breaks. The di shwashing cycle repeated at |unch for di shroomworkers
except Robert, who left to eat lunch in the hospital cafeteria just
as the other workers were returning fromtheir breaks, and then took
a city bus to his after day treatnent program

Aty Hospital had the | owest enpl oyee turnover of the settings
studied. Four workers had been enployed for nore than two years.
Qeater stability may have resulted fromthe fact that Gty
Hospital's wages and benefits were higher than those at the other
settings studied. In addition the work supervisor showed a great

deal of concern for her staff and was respected by her subordi nates.

Still, nost di shroomworkers sought to distance thensel ves from
identification with their jobs. e worker stated "I'mjust doing
this until sonething cones up." Two signs on the wall of the break
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roomreflected in a hunorous way the general attitude of di shroom
workers towards their occupational status: "Mental Ward" and "3 ave
Cya}ters."

Community Services' job coach was with Robert L. for about the
first half-hour of each day at the beginning of the study period.
But after sone conplaints were nade to the departnent head about
Robert's conduct in the cafeteria and at the bus stop, the job coach

began returning to the setting at the end of the shift as well.

Janitorial Wrk at Holy Rosary School

M. James W had been enpl oyed as the school janitor for two
nont hs, earning the m ni numwage, when parti ci pant-observation
began. He cleaned the cafeteria, bathroons, gym and the art and
nusi ¢ cl assroons each afternoon follow ng the students' |unch
period. Al these roons were |ocated on the |ower |evel of the
school .

The school principal, who worked in the front office upstairs,
acted as Janmes W's supervisor. No other enployees worked with Janes
or worked the sane schedul e, although various staff nenbers al so
occupi ed the setting at various tines. A nmaintenance person was at
t he school one day per week. Three cafeteria workers served |unch
and then cl eaned the kitchen while Janmes cleaned the cafeteria. The
nusi ¢ teacher, art teacher, gymteacher and the basketbal | coach al so
utilized the lower level periodically during the afternoon. A
t eacher who supervi sed the student |unch period was in the cafeteria
at the beginning of Janes W's shift, but she and the students went

back upstairs as soon as lunch period was over. Three other janitors
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were enployed to clean the rest of the school, but they worked
eveni ngs and Janes never saw t hem

A job coach from Pl acenent Services was with Janes W during his
entire time at the site at the beginning of the study period. Four
nonths later, the job coach usually arrived late or left the site
briefly. This job coach was the second one Janes W had been
assigned. The first job coach had left for a newjob. The second
job coach credited the first job coach wi th having taught "basic

skills," while he hinself was working on "refinenents."



CGHAPTER | V
SOC AL | NTERACTI ONS

The work settings studied were rich in social interactions. It
was unusual for any enpl oyee to work for nore than a few m nutes
w thout interacting with another person. This section describes the
soci al interactions anong co-workers, between co-workers and
supervi sors, and between supported enpl oyees and their co-workers and
supervi sors. Interactions between job coaches and conpany enpl oyees

will be considered in Chapter V as aspects of job support.

I nteractions Anong Co-workers

Interactions directly necessary for the perfornmance of a job
(such as a waitress giving food orders to the chef) can be considered
formal interactions. Informal interactions are those that have a
purely social purpose.

Formal Interactions

Two or nore job positions were often interdependent, so that co-
workers had to interact to jointly acconplish a task. At Gants,
I ncomng stock was | oaded onto a conveyor by one worker, the stock
nunber was called out by a second worker and was checked off a I|ist
by a third worker, and the carton was lifted fromthe conveyor onto a
pallet by a fourth worker. Job positions also intersected one
anot her at various points during the day.

Interactions were required for the Aty Hospital dietary workers
to obtain itens fromstoreroomworkers, for the dinton Inn's food

preparation person to prepare the correct food itens for the cook,



for Rde-A-Van drivers to receive instructions for their next run,
and so forth. Joint or intersecting tasks, between two people or
anong a |arger group, were a part of nost co-workers' |ob

responsi bilities.

Even when job tasks did not have to be perforned jointly,
workers often worked on themjointly or in close proximty to one
another, as if they did. For exanple, if two workers had to each
mark stock in Gants' storeroomfor part of the day, they chose the
sane part of the day and opened adjacent cartons. Likew se, two
housekeepers jointly cleaned each roomat Sunny Haven, and two
waitresses jointly set up the dinton Inn salad bar. Co-workers
worked jointly on tasks whenever possible, even when it was not an
efficient way to get the job done.

I nteractions were an essential part of any joint task. For
exanpl e, the housekeeper who was dusting had to negotiate with the
housekeeper who was nopping to determne where to nove the furniture
in the room where to end up, and so forth. Each had to tine her
novenents to coordinate with those of the other.

Most job positions were to sone degree indefinite, inconplete,
or contained problenmatic boundaries. These "rough edges" of job
tasks were straightened out through interactions anong co-workers. A
di shroomworker at Gty Hospital who noticed that a tray unl oaded
fromthe di sh nmachi ne had not come out clean could either walk to the
nearby sink and give it to the person assigned to re-wash such itens
or call that person to cone and get the tray. And both workers could
either use an itemby-item approach to rewashing or wait until

several itens could be brought to the sink together. Each pair of
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wor kers negotiated a snooth working relationship (Gabarro, 1987).

Qut-of -the-ordi nary occurrences were anong the nost conmmon
"rough edges" of jobs, and they caused disruptions in planned
routines that had to be resolved. |f one worker was out sick, the
remai ni ng workers had to divide up the day's work differently; if a
key wasn't where it was supposed to be, workers had to ask around for
it; if a special group had a lunch reservation, the seating and
buffet tables had to be rearranged; if a machine wasn't worKking
properly, the maintenance departnment had to be notified. Breaks in
routine were far fromunusual. One worker explained that "no two
days are ever alike." Wrker job descriptions functioned as idea
types or theoretical nodels. Each actual work day deviated in
several respects fromthe ideal, and the discrepancy was overcone
through interactions. This type of formal interaction was
particularly common at the start of a work shift and at transitiona
peri ods between t asks.

Informal interactions

During work, workers in close proximty to another or workers
carrying out joint or intersecting tasks often talked infornmally as
they worked. These interactions tended to be brief comrents,
sonetinmes interspersed with formal interactions. On one occasion,
two wai tresses alternated between discussing how to divide up a short
supply of sugar anong all the tables and discussing child care
options.

Formal interactions had a way of spilling over into infornal
Interactions. For exanple, when obtaining supplies fromthe Aty
Hospital store room food service workers stayed a few extra m nutes
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totalk with the stock workers. Qne tired Ainton Inn waitress
called in an order to the chef for "a quiche and a back nassage, " and
the chef told the waitress a nassage parlor story as she di shed out

t he qui che.

Unpl anned occurrences, including mstakes, stinulated infornma
Interactions and any spill, slip or other mstake was inevitably
commrented on by sonmeone. The worker calling out stock nunbers at the
G ants warehouse m sread one nunber, and a co-worker teased back wth
"Wien a nunber is shaped like that it's a seven, not a four."
Surprises, like awormin the salad greens, sparked a great deal of
| aught er and j oki ng.

Joki ng and teasing were perhaps the nost comon i nfornal
I nteractions during work. At R de-A-Van, several workers were called
by ni cknanes as a formof teasing. "Standing jokes" were part of the
culture of several work settings. For exanple, one Aty Hospital
wor ker was routinely teased about her |oud voice.

Many informal interactions were in the formof hunorous
comments. To a worker who renmarked "I think | got it right this
time," a co-worker responded "That would be the first tine:" to a
wor ker 1 ooking at his paycheck, a co-worker remarked "Wiat do you

need noney for? You have mllions;" to a worker who had arrived
| ate, a co-worker's greeting was "You're in big trouble."

Anot her common type of co-worker interactions involved
conpl ai ning. Supervisors and conpany nmanagers were the nmai n subj ect
of co-worker conplaining. Inconsistency and ot her nmanageria
irrationality, being overly cost-conscious (i.e., "cheap"),

di srespectful treatnent, and expecting too much work, were conmon
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t henes.

Each setting possessed a distinct tenporal rhythm During peak
or rush periods informal interactions dimnished and during off-peak
or slower periods they picked up again. Infornal interactions also
tended to be centered around certain social places within a work
environment. One particular booth at the dinton Inn was utilized by
waitresses to talk for a few mnutes between setting up and the
arrival of custoners. At QGty Hospital, the area in front of the
el evator was a favorite social space, because the elevators were slow
and two or nore people were often waiting to get to the next |evel.
The supervisor's office had al so been commandeered as a break room
Sundstrom (1986) referred to such social spaces as "gathering
pl aces. "

Break tinmes, lunch tinmes, and the periods at the begi nning and
end of work shifts provided opportunities for |onger, nore
conversational social interactions anong workers. Wrkers coul d
exerci se nore choice regarding whomto interact with during these non-
work tinmes. At Gants all full-tine enployees ate |unch together,
but there were several tables in the lunch roomand subgroups of co-
workers sat together. dty Hospital workers left the grounds for
lunch in pairs or threesones. FEach setting had its break and |unch
traditions, including custons for procuring food and drink. A Qdty
Hospital, one worker was designated to nake coffee in a pot on the
supervi sor's desk, using supplies sem-officially renoved fromthe
storage shelves. At R de-A-Van, it was customary for a worker to
bring in a box of donuts each Friday to share anong workers. \Wrkers

took turns bringing in donuts.
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Topi cs of conversation varied enornously. Hones or apartnents,
yards, pets, spouses and famlies, sex, mutual acquai ntances,
restaurants, nusic, and a variety of other topics were di scussed.
Topi ¢ areas could be roughly divided into shared enjoynents and
shared problens and responsibilities. Co-workers conducted a type of
expl oratory conversation wth a new worker to ascertai n whether the
two of themhad interests, experiences, or acquai ntances in conmon
and further social exchanges grew out of any evident commonalities.

Most workers identified one or two co-workers as those they knew
and |iked best. These "work friends" (Henderson & Argyle, 1985)
comonly tal ked together during slow tinmes and non-work timnes.

Wrk friends tended to be (a) co-workers who started their jobs
toget her, (b) co-workers who knew each other before starting their
jobs, or (c) co-workers who had been paired so that an experienced
wor ker provided training to a newworker. Mst often, work friends
were of the sane sex and held simlar job positions, and had
interests in common. For exanple, one worker at Jiffy Burger was the
friend of a co-worker who bel onged to the sane church. Cccasionally,
a worker also identified a co-worker who was especially disliked or
avoi ded.

I nformal socializing was an inportant aspect of work at the
settings studied. Wrkers at several settings reported that "V¢ have
fun here."” Having fun nmeant including nunerous informal interactions
i nto an ot herw se nonot onous work day, and not taking | ow status jobs
too seriously. As one dishroomworker admtted, "W're just screw ng
around for the nost part."

Wrkers did not commonly di scuss or plan non-work social
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activities with co-workers, nor did nost workers report spending

| eisure tine with co-workers. As one worker put it, "I see these
people all day. Wy would | want to go out with themafter work?"
However, there were exceptions. Sonetines co-workers nmade plans to
do sonething together on their days off, and in a few cases co-

wor kers dated each other. These relationships were kept fairly

private and separate fromworking rel ationships.

I nteracti ons Between Wrkers and Supervi sors

Supervi sors spent nuch of their tine in offices or tending to
matters that were not in the imediate vicinity of their
subordi nates. Their involverment wth workers at work settings was
therefore episodic rather than continual and focused on specific
probl ens and issues. As conpared with interactions anmong co-workers,
I nteracti ons between workers and supervisors were nore often fornal.

Informal interactions between workers and supervisors tended to
be brief exchanges or comments, such as asking how one's weekend had
been. As with co-worker informal interactions, these were often

stinulated by formal interactions and were often hunorous.

I nteracti ons Between Supported Enpl oyees

and Co-\Wrkers or Supervisors

Both formal and informal interactions occurred between supported
enpl oyees and their co-workers and supervisors at each setting.

Formal Interactions wth Co-workers

As was the case with interactions anong workers in general,
formal interactions between a co-worker and a supported enpl oyee
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I nvol ved the negotiation of task "rough edges" and the solution of
unusual problens. As an exanple Janes W asked the gymteacher each
day whet her basketbal | practice was scheduled for later, so he coul d
pl an when to clean the | ocker room Mny interactions of this nature
arose because of the fact that cleaning seened to get in the way of
other work activity.

Unpl anned breaks in routine stinulated interactions as wel |l .

For exanple, sonetines the food preparation person or a waitress at
the dinton Inn needed a particular itemcleaned right away, out of
Its usual sequence, and he or she asked Tinmothy M for it.

Joint and intersecting tasks, such as cleaning of Gty Hospital
carts, also required interaction. The worker renoving trays fromthe
carts called over to Robert L. each tine another cart was enpty.

Because they tended to have nore isolated, "one-person" job
posi tions, supported enpl oyees had fewer opportunities for forna
interactions than did their co-workers. Supported jobs had al so been
carefully designed to be unusually routine; that is, many "rough
edges" had been renoved by neans of a very thorough and detailed job
description. Those rough edges that did remain to be negotiated were
often the result of interference between the cleaning work of the
supported enpl oyee and other work rather than nutual i nterdependence
of functions.

Informal Interactions with Co-workers

Patterns of infornal interactions paralleled those anong co-
workers in general. Short exchanges occurred throughout the work
day, often as a "spill-over" fromfornal interactions, infornal

I nteracti ons commonly involved teasing or joking. For exanple, a pet



dog was cared for by the Sunny Haven staff, and whenever the dog was
lying in soneone's path, Brenda P. was jokingly accused of having
told the dog to lie there.

Supported enpl oyees participated in |onger infornal
I nteractions, such as discussions of novies, restaurants, preferred
activities, and mutual acquai ntances during break and ot her non-work
tinmes. But their participation was often peripheral. For exanple,
after nmaking a point to a co-worker, one worker turned to the
supported enpl oyee and asked "R ght?" Supported enpl oyees had
difficulty participating in discussions partly because their life
experiences were nore restricted. (ne supported enpl oyee joined a
conversation about favorite restaurants by saying "I go to
McDonal d's." A though this statenment probably accurately reflected
the enpl oyee's restaurant experience, it was treated as a silly
comment and resulted in exclusion fromthe rest of the discussion.

The frequency of informal interactions between supported
enpl oyees and their co-workers differed widely across settings. At
Sunny Haven, Gants, and Jiffy Burger the anmount of infornal
interaction was mninmal. Because their jobs were sonewhat isolated,
supported enpl oyees had fewer opportunities for formal interactions
to spill over into informal interaction. For exanple, Edward P
spent alnost all of his work day in the dining area at Jiffy Burger,
whil e his co-workers worked behind the counter. And the break tines
of supported enpl oyees at these settings did not coincide wth those
of their co-workers, prinarily because the supported enpl oyees were
enpl oyed only part tine.

The other four work settings were much richer in infornal
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interactions. Wrk tasks at these settings were nore interdependent
and supported enpl oyees worked in closer physical proximty to co-
workers. At R de-A-Van and Aty Hospital, supported enpl oyees shared
sone breaks or other non-work tinme with co-workers. R chard F. ate
donuts with his co-workers on Fridays, an inportant custom at that
setting. One Friday he took a turn bringing donuts for the group

At the dinton Inn and Holy Rosary School, the physical proximty of
supported enpl oyees created sone opportunities for infornal
Interactions. The school nusic teacher, for exanple, nentioned James
W's new haircut as she wal ked past the room he was noppi ng on her
way out .

Limted comunication skills were sonetines nentioned by co-
workers as a limting factor for interactions. At three work
settings, co-workers described the supported enpl oyee as "quiet," and
reported sone di sappoi nting comunication attenpts. As one co-worker
put it, "I tried to start a conversation with (Linda F.), but all she
no'." A both Aty Hospital and Sunny Haven

woul d say was 'yes' or
co-workers had difficulty in understanding the speech of the
supported enpl oyee. But the relationship between speech skills and

I nteractions was inconsistent. At Jiffy Burger, where m ninal

I nteractions occurred, the supported enpl oyee was not a particularly
qui et individual and his speech was easy to understand. Conversely,
sone of the richest informal interaction occurred at Aty Hospital,
with the supported enpl oyee whose speech was the nost difficult to
understand. Neverthel ess, supported enpl oyees who initiated infornmnal
i nteractions and extended them past one exchange did achi eve a hi gher

| evel of interactions than mght have otherw se taken place. It is
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al so possible that, at least during busy tines, sone supported
enpl oyees were perceived as quiet because they had to concentrate
carefully on the task being perfornmed in order to keep up.
Cccasional | y communi cation probl ens occurred, but these were in
connection with formal interactions. Robert L. pointed to his watch
on one occasion in an attenpt to ask a co-worker if it was about time
for the dish machine to start up, but the co-worker assunmed he was
asking whether it would harmthe watch it if got wet. But because
informal interaction was prinmarily social rather than goal -directed,
co-workers were able to find numerous ways of interacting informally
that did not rely on accurate understandi ng of speech. (e solution
was the use of gestural communication like the trading of "slap me
five" handshakes or slapstick-style jokes. Another solution was to
provi de responses that were independent of speech content. For
exanpl e, a co-worker asked the supported enpl oyee what he was goi ng
to do that weekend. Wen the supported enpl oyee's reply was not
intelligible, the co-worker responded "Whatever you say, Boss." Sone
co-workers at both Sunny Haven and Gty Hospital devel oped a
nonol ogue style of conversation with the supported enpl oyee at that
setting, which required only a mninmal anount of participation on the
supported enpl oyee's part.

I nteraction wth Supervisors

Formal and informal interactions between supported enpl oyees and
their supervisors also paralleled those between co-workers and their
supervisors. However, supervisors at many settings canme closer than
any ot her person—except job coaches discussed in the follow ng

section—+to filling the role of a work friend for supported
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enpl oyees.

Supervisors nade friendly comrents or asked social questions in
the context of giving instructions or checking on work. Supervisors
seened to know t he supported enpl oyees best because the job had been
initially devel oped for the supported enpl oyee through the
supervi sor, and al so because the supervisor communi cated periodically
with agency staff about the supported enpl oyee. But supervisors were
busy in other parts of the setting with other duties nost of the
time, and therefore were not the nost satisfactory choices for work
friends. And at Jiffy Burger the supervisor on any given day m ght
be any one of three assistant nmanagers, who did not know the
supported enpl oyee well. A brief "Hows it going?" fromthe
supervi sor was the extent of informal interaction for sone supported

enpl oyees with their supervisors in an entire work shift.



CHAPTER V
JOB SUPPCRTS

Supports froma variety of sources were a common feature of work
settings. Sonme were conpany-sponsored, to help insure that workers
were wel |l -trained, satisfied, and productive. Ghers were unofficial
supports provided by co-workers and supervisors. In addition to
these internal, or natural supports, support services were provided

to supported enpl oyees by job coaches.

Conpany- Sponsor ed Supports

Bot h supervision and training were provided to enpl oyees at each
setting and a variety of other supports were sponsored by individua
conpani es. These nechanisns were prinmarily for the conpanies'
benefit, but they were indispensable sources of information and
f eedback to enpl oyees, and therefore served as job supports as well.

Supervi si on of Wrkers

Supervi sory intervention consisted primarily of: (a) spot-
checking work for quality or efficiency; (b) rescheduling or
reassi gning work in response to special problens; (c) providing
remnders to workers to attend to infrequent job responsibilities,
such as conpl eting weekly paperwork or periodically cleaning a piece
of equi pnent; (d) responding to requests for help or information; and
(e) praising or reprimandi ng workers for specific aspects of their
job performance. Mst supervisory interventions were sporadic and
unsystematic. For exanple, supervisors spot-checked work while

wal ki ng through a work area on their way to do sonething el se.



Supervisors did not usually remnd workers to performdaily tasks,

al though there were exceptions. The manager at Jiffy Burger
specifically gave workers permssion to take their break each day, in
pairs, and then remnded themto return to work a fewmnutes |ater.
Because their assistance was largely sporadic, supervisors expected
enpl oyees to seek them out when in need of hel p.

Supported enpl oyees received support from supervisors as did
their co-workers. For exanple, the Jiffy Burger manager used verba
and gestural pronpts to instruct BEdward P. to look for spills on the
dining room floor and to interrupt his other work to clean spills
quickly, and the Ainton |Inn nmanager noticed that the brass handrails
were not being adequately cleaned and remnded Tinothy M to w pe
themnore thoroughly. But supervision of supported enpl oyees
differed in two ways from supervision of co-workers. First,
supported enpl oyees were sel dom reassigned or reschedul ed.

Supervi sors believed that changes in routine would be too confusing
for supported enpl oyees. ne supervisor stated, "As long as we don't
mess with his routine he's fine." Supervisors also felt that since

t he supported enpl oynent agency had been a party to negotiations over
job responsibilities, these responsibilities could not be changed

uni lateral ly.

Second, it was nore common for supervisors to give remnders to
supported enpl oyees about daily work tasks. Sone supervisors
reported that this nade supervising supported enpl oyees nore tine
consum ng than supervising other enployees. As one supervisor put
It

(Robert L.) is nore trouble for ne because | always have to keep
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an eye on him |If | don't see himwhere he is supposed to be |

have to go | ooking. Like one day, he was out on the |oadi ng

docks wat ching themunload the trucks. He could get hurt out

t here.

Supervisory responsibility for two of the supported enpl oyees
was unclear. At Sunny Haven, the admnistrator alternated between
claimng that the job coach, then the head housekeeper, and then she
herself was Brenda P.'s supervisor. At Holy Rosary School, the
principal stated that she herself supervised Janmes W, but the job
coach stated that the parish mai ntenance person was hi s supervi sor
She believed that he was being taught "a set pattern to followin his

work," and would require very little if any supervision other than
j ob coachi ng.

Co-wor ker Mentors

A second form of conpany-sponsored support was pairing a new
worker with an experienced worker. Wrkers referred to being "put
with" or "going around with" soneone or being "in training." For a
few days, the newworker and his or her nentor perfornmed one job
together, and the nentor taught the job to the new worker.
Thereafter, the nmentor renained avail abl e to answer questions or
provi de periodi c assistance. Mst workers reported that they had
| earned their jobs primarily froma nentor and secondarily by asking
any avail abl e person for help.

Specially negoti ated and one-person job positions mtigated
agai nst the use of a nentor for supported enpl oyees. More
significantly, provision of an agency job coach for training had been
a selling point in job devel opment for supported enpl oynent and
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conpany enpl oyees understood that they were not expected to be
I nvol ved in supported enpl oyee training.

G her Conpany Supports

| ndi vi dual conpani es sponsored a variety of other supports for
enpl oyees. These included a quality control specialist to check work
quality, training videotapes, weekly enpl oyee neeti ngs, bonus
prograns to boost productivity, and conpany parties and outings. Al

of these supports were utilized by supported enpl oyees.

Unofficial Supports from Co-workers and Supervisors

In addition to conpany-sponsored nechani sns, co-workers and
supervi sors provided support unofficially. Supported enpl oyees both
gave and received unofficial support.

Unof ficial Co-worker Supports

Co-wor ker assi stance was a standing pattern of behavior at work
settings. Co-workers hel ped one another lift a heavy carton, nove
sonething out of the way, look for a lost item and so forth. Co-
workers nodified their work pace or routine to accommodate one
another. For exanple, whenever the hostess at the Ainton Inn was
nore than a fewmnutes late, the waitresses started her work and
post poned their own break.

Co-wor kers rem nded each other about work tasks and pointed out
m stakes that mght get each other in trouble later. Co-workers
sonetimes sw tched assignnments anong thensel ves, to avoid doi ng tasks
they disliked or did poorly.

Co-workers, and especially nentors, instructed new enpl oyees
about informal custons and tricks of the trade. For exanple, as one
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new wor ker brought enpty carts down to the Gty Hospital dishroom in
careful obedience to his job description, an experienced di shroom

wor ker explained to himthat "You don't have to do that. Nobody el se
does." And at Jiffy Burger, conpany policy dictated that only one
enpl oyee had a key to the supply closet, but each new worker was
unofficially lent a key by his or her mentor and told to have it
duplicated. An instruction common to several work settings was "take
your tinme."

Co-wor ker support extended beyond work tasks. Co-workers gave
each other rides to and fromwork, and in one case a worker even
called a co-worker's honme to wake himup in the norning. Co-workers
| istened to each other's personal problens and offered advice, about
wor k and non-work personal relationships, and also about such
practical matters as car repair, finding an apartnent, obtaining
child care, financial advice and debt counseling, and health and
medi cal natters.

Wrk friends acted as allies for one another, defendi ng one
anot her agai nst accusations or teasing, and covering for one
another's m stakes. The relationship between two co-workers was
described by their supervisor in this way: "Wen one is off, all the
other one does is bitch about them Yet if you criticize either one
they stick together |like brothers.” Mntors used their influence to
buffer criticism resolve conflicts, or interpret events for a co-
wor ker. Wien one R de-A-Van driver was involved in a mnor vehicle
acci dent, her supervisor led her to believe that the incident was
gravely serious and nearly unforgivable. Her nmentor related stories

of past accidents of greater seriousness, helped the driver fill out
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the accident report form and assured her that the supervisor's bark
was worse than his bite.

Co-wor kers provided unofficial support to supported enpl oyees,
to denonstrate work tasks, give remnders, and cover for m stakes.
At the dinton Inn, Tinothy M sonetines placed an enpty coffee pot
onto the heating elenment. The waitresses watched out for this and
always took the pot off before it burned. Gty Hospital stock room
wor kers dependably notified Robert L. when his shift ended, since he
had difficulty telling tine.

But the absence of co-worker nentors as allies caused probl ens
for supported enployees in subtle ways. Perhaps the nost extrene
exanpl e occurred during spring cleaning at Sunny Haven. A cl eaner
hired as tenporary worked with the head housekeeper as her nentor,
while Brenda P. worked with her job coach. Wen spring cl eaning was
over and one position had to be elimnated, it was the enpl oyee
w thout an ally who was let go.

Supported enpl oyees were providers as well as recipients of
unofficial support. A Gty Hospital, Robert L. renoved carts when
they were carelessly left in front of the el evator by another
worker. Richard F. was usually aware of which R de-A-Van drivers
were on the premses and consequently he was asked whenever soneone
wanted to know qui ckly whether a particul ar person was around. At
Holy Rosary School, Janmes W kept the gymdoor open until the |ast
student left the | ocker room then went over and closed it for the

gym t eacher.



Unof ficial Supervisor Support

Al supervisors gave a type of passive support to workers by
over | ooki ng or working around an occasional "bad day" or a particular
deficit. One supervisor was careful to make work assignnents in such
a way that two workers who could not get along were never working
together. Another supervisor recognized that workers had child care
probl ens and was | enient about punctuality. He explained, "If |
fired everyone who didn't show up for work | wouldn't have any
wor kers. "

A nore active formof support was shown by sone individua
supervisors. The nost striking exanple was the supervisor of Gty
Hospital's dishroom This supervisor encouraged enpl oyees to share
their personal problens with her and dealt with issues of dieting,
dating, in-law relationships, and nedical care. She visited one
enpl oyee hospitalized for an accident to assure the enployee that his
j ob was being held open for his return.

Unofficial support by supervisors towards supported enpl oyees
was al so evident. The supervisor at Rde-AVan nodified Rchard F.'s
duties tenporarily when he had sprained a wist and remnded hi mon
several occasions not to use his wist. Wen Robert L. occasionally
refused to work at Gty Hospital, he was provided a place to sit and
allowed to remain at the work site, without pay, for the rest of the
shift. Supervisors also cane to the defense of supported enpl oyees
when they were criticized or teased. Wen several nurses conplai ned
about the behavior of Robert L. inthe Gty Hospital cafeteria, the
supervi sor sided with Robert and used her influence to defuse the

situati on.
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Unof ficial support was not experienced as a burden. As one
supervisor put it, "If sonmeone needs a little help, that's why |I'm
here. | enjoy it." But there were sone |limts on its effectiveness
for supported enpl oyees. Supervisors were not consistently aware of
a supported enpl oyee's need for assistance, and not all supported
enpl oyees asked for help when they experienced a problem And
communi cation difficulties soneti mes arose when they did ask. O one
occasion a supported enpl oyee tried to explain that he had forgotten
to bring his lunch, but neither the supervisor nor a co-worker were

abl e to understand his speech.

Ext ernal Agency Support

A job coach was assigned to each supported enpl oyee, and visited
every setting regularly except the Ainton Inn, where nost contacts
were by tel ephone. Job coaching and, occasionally, |ob
accommodat i ons negoti ated between the enpl oyer and ot her agency
personnel functioned as external supports for supported enpl oyees.

Job Coachi ng

Initial job coach training had been conpleted, and job coaches
described their work as "working on the fine points" or as "checking
on" the supported enpl oyee. They divided their tinme between
interacting directly with the supported enpl oyee, observing his or
her behavior at the setting without interacting, and interacting wth
co-workers or supervisors.

At Sunny Haven and Holy Rosary School, job coaches spent a great
deal of tine acconpanying the enpl oyee, checking his or her work, and
provi ding pronpts or feedback about each task. The nost frequent
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pronpts were remnders not to "mss things," and tinme nanagenent
pronpts such as requests to hurry up or to begin a newtask at a
certain tine. These job coaches functioned as the supervisors of the
supported enpl oyees and were thought of as their supervisors. But
they al so functioned as their co-workers. For exanple, the supported
enpl oyee and job coach would each Iift an end of a table to nove it,
just as co-workers often worked together in pairs.

At the other settings job coaches visited periodically. On a
typical visit a job coach observed the supported enpl oyee's work,
answered any questions, and offered a few suggestions or conducted a
brief instruction session. Job coaches also net with the supervisor,
and if any problens were brought to their attention, job coaches
di scussed the problemw th the supported enpl oyee.

For job coaches, the work of the supported enpl oyee was defi ned
as the sequence of tasks listed on a task checklist and/or depicted
I n a sequence of photographs. For exanple, when the job coach
arrived at Sunny Haven, he expected Brenda P. to be at the correct
task on that day's picture booklet. This led to sonme difficulties
because each day's work requirenents did not always natch pre-
established task lists exactly. For exanple, at one point
construction work at Sunny Haven necessitated a change in the
cl eani ng sequence, but Brenda P.'s job coach "corrected" her when she
arrived and insisted that she return to her old routine, resulting in
consi der abl e conf usi on.

Informal interactions, because they were not part of the task
routine, tended to be either ignored or discouraged by job coaches.
Richard F.'s job coach showed no interest in the fact that he took a
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turn bringing in donuts for his co-workers. This sane job coach was
also surprised to find that the supervisor had evaluated R chard's
participation in joking and teasing as a positive attribute, since
the job coach herself had been attenpting to extinguish it. She only
changed her mnd after receiving repeated assurances fromthe
super vi sor

A major function of job coaches was to rescue supported
enpl oyees when a problemarose. |f her spray bottle was enpty,
Brenda P. handed it to her job coach and the job coach found out
where to obtain another bottle. If Rchard F. conpleted all of his
work tasks and still had tine left in his day, he reported to his job
coach and she gave him sone further assignnents.

Job coaching was conducted quietly and privately. Neither
supervi sors nor co-workers were aware of what job coaches were

doing. One agency's training manual cautioned job coaches to "use
appropriate voice level (low on job sites, so that co-workers hear
as little of the instruction process as possible." Job coaches were
particularly intent on hiding negative supported enpl oyee behavi or
and disciplinary interactions fromconpany personnel, in the belief
that supported enpl oyees would be in danger of losing their jobs if

t hese were observed.

e goal of job coaches was to visit less often and for shorter
time periods. These fadi ng decisions were based on a job coach's
deci sion that the supported enpl oyee was able to acconplish his or
her work w t hout assistance, the job coaching needs of other
supported enpl oyees for whomthey were responsi bl e, and agency
funding considerations. But fading did not always take place as
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planned. At two settings the |evel of job coach presence increased
over the participant-observation peri od.

Job coach fading could be stressful for supported enpl oyees and
for conpany co-workers and supervisors. At Jiffy Burger, co-workers
and supervisors were confused on the first day that the job coach did
not visit. A Holy Rosary School, the supported enpl oyee was upset
the first time that his job coach was not present at the start of the
shift and requested that the researcher act as his job coach. n
each of these occasions, neither the conpany nor the supported
enpl oyee was inforned that the job coach would not be present. e
agency admnistrator explained that this was a deliberate policy of
her agency: "If we told themwe were withdrawing, then it woul dn't
be natural ."

Job coach supports outside of the work setting dealt prinarily
w th teaching supported enpl oyees to ride the bus. Job coaches were
not involved in other aspects of supported enployee's life and did
not know themwell. e job coach attended a neeting at a supported
enpl oyee's residence, but attendance at such a neeting was descri bed
as an extraordi nary event.

Job coaches also interacted with supervisors and co-workers at
each work setting. Wiere job coach visits were |less frequent,
contact with supervisors was one of the main purposes of each visit.
e job coach in particular spent nost of her tinme at the work
setting talking with the supervisor. Job coaches discussed supported
enpl oyee job performance and problens with supervisors as well as any
changes in routine or schedul e.

Wth co-workers, job coaches exchanged informal social comments
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as a part of their visits. Job coaches al so acted as m ddl epersons
for interactions between co-workers and supported enpl oyees, relaying
Instructions or requests back and forth. A third type of interaction
w th co-workers consisted of explanations of the [imtations and
disabilities of supported enpl oyees. (ne job coach related an
exanpl e of this type of interaction:

The nusi c teacher was trying to explain (to the supported

enpl oyee) that she wanted five rows of six chairs. She coul dn't

understand why he couldn't get that concept. | took her aside

after he left and told her "He knows five and he knows six, but

he can't put the two together."

Job Accommodati ons

A second type of agency support involved the negotiation of job
accommodat i ons on behal f of supported enpl oyees. Wirk tasks at two
work settings, and the work schedule at two others, were adapted
specifically for the needs of the supported enpl oyees. And at the
dinton Inn, arrangenents were nade for Tinothy M's supervisor to
drive himfromand to his bus stop each day.

Pi cture bookl ets were devel oped for use by supported enpl oyees
at two settings and the job coach devel oped a col or-codi ng system for
Brenda P.'s tine card. This systemwas designed to assist Brenda P.
to punch in on the correct day and to identify the correct picture
bookl et for that day's work.

Adapt ati ons were devel oped by job coaches to solve specific
training problens. These included an alarmwatch to signal break
time, twist-ties for closing plastic bags, and a box set aside for a

return bus token.
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Sone job accommodati ons had the effect of decreasing the anount
of natural support available to a supported enpl oyee. For exanpl e,
the Jiffy Burger supervisor called out each worker's break tine
except Edward P., who used his watch alarmto signal break tine. And
as we have seen, special schedules and job structures significantly

decreased interactions wth co-workers.
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CHAPTER M
PERCEPTI ONS

Four social roles were available at the work settings studied
and the perceptions of setting participants towards one anot her
depended to a large extent on which social role they occupi ed.
Because of the essentially hierarchical nature of work organizations,
enpl oyees and supervisors fornmed two natural distinct social roles.
The role of job coach was distinct as well. Supported enpl oyees and
their co-workers belonged in a sense to a single group: non-
supervi sory enpl oyees. However, one individual was clearly
identified as the supported enpl oyee at each setting and this
i dentification influenced the way that individual was perceived by
others. This chapter reports the perceptions of supported enpl oyees,

co-wor kers, supervisors, and job coaches.

Supported Enpl oyee Percepti ons

Al of the supported enpl oyees stated that they |like their jobs,
and six out of seven liked their supported job better than their
previous work or day activity, or (in the case of part-tine
enpl oyees) better than their other day program The seventh
supported enpl oyees stated that if he had a choice, he would rather
return to his previous job in a sheltered workshop, but he added "I
like it here too, though." This individual had difficulty in
expl ai ning why he |iked the workshop better, but statenents at other
times indicated that |eaving the workshop had brought to an abrupt

end sone long-termand inportant friendships, and this was the



source of his dissatisfaction.

Al of the supported enpl oyees |ike their co-workers and nany
naned specific work friends, co-workers with whomthey shared socia
conversation or participated in teasing, joking, and slapstick-type
pranks. One notabl e exception was Linda F., who participated in few
co-worker interactions at Gants and seened to feel |onely at work.
Lonel i ness was apparent fromher facial expression, her frustration
when unable to help obtain help with a problem and her joyful
reaction to visits fromher job coach and fromthe researcher.

Supported enpl oyees expressed a particular |iking and respect
for their supervisors. The sentinent of one supervisor that the
supported enpl oyee "would do anything for nme" was generally shared by
all of the supervisors. 1In one instance this conmtnent was so
strong that when the supervisor took a vacation, the supported
enpl oyee was very reluctant to obey a substitute supervisor, a story
that was related with pride by the prinmary supervisor.

Supported enpl oyees believed that they needed a job coach and
that they liked their job coach. However they varied in their
responses to the actual process of job coaching. Linda F., Rchard
F., and Robert L. enjoyed job coach visits, and asked them for
assi stance with any probl ens or unusual events encountered since the
last visit. However, they wanted to obtain their daily job
I nstructions and performance feedback fromtheir supervisor, not from
the job coach. On the other hand, Edward P. disliked being observed
and corrected by his job coach so nuch that he sonetines deliberately
noved to an area that nade observation by his job coach nore

difficult. At Sunny Haven and Holy Rosary School, job coaches were
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present nost of the time and Brenda P. and James W perceived them as
supervisors and counted on their ongoing assistance. Tinothy M had

mnimal contact with his job coach.

Co- wor ker Per cepti ons

Co- wor ker Perception of Supported Enpl oyees

Supported enpl oyees were general | y described as good workers,
who "know what to do" and "work right along." One co-worker's job
had been nade less difficult when sone tasks were given to the
supported enpl oyee and stated that "I don't know what |'d do wi thout

her . Anot her co-worker described a supported enpl oyee in this way:
He's so proud of every newthing he learns. You should have
been here the first day he took the bus by hinself. He would
never hurt anybody. |It's too bad nore people don't have his
gentl e way.
Qt her co-worker perceptions were of individual supported enpl oyee
characteristics. For exanple, co-workers at one setting described
t he supported enpl oyee at the setting as "very quiet," while another
was described as "very verbal ."

Co-workers did not name supported enpl oyees as anong their work
friends, as supported enpl oyees had done wth them But they felt
t hat supported enpl oyees were in every sense their fell ow workers.
Co-wor kers commonly report being "confortable" with the supported
enpl oyee and viewng himor her as "part of the group." The only
difficulty co-workers nentioned was the need to "tell them
everything" or "hand things right to hinm; i.e., to give nore
specific and concrete instructions to supported enpl oyees than co-

74



workers were used to giving. Co-workers readily included supported
enpl oyees in group conversations at break tinme and in other group
social activities. For exanple, a co-worker drove Rchard F. to a
conmpany- sponsored pool party.

Wien asked, co-workers stated that they did not perceive the
supported enpl oyee as handi capped or different from any other
enpl oyee. However, it was clear to sone extent at least they did
classify supported enpl oyees as nenbers of a different group. One co-
worker's statenment revealed this anbiguity:

| treat himjust |ike anyone else. |If | have sonething to say |

say it. If you treat themspecial their nentality wll never

i nprove. That's howwe treat ny cousin Frankee, too.

Some co-workers used adjectives |like "sweet" or "cute" when
descri bi ng supported enpl oyees, or gave other indications that they
may have perceived themas nore childlike than other enployees. Co-
workers at three settings reported that they sonetines gave what they
referred to as "extra treats" to the supported enpl oyee.

It is interesting that co-workers described work probl ens of
supported enpl oyees in the sane way as work probl ens of other
enpl oyees, not in terns of a disability. Several co-workers believed
that Rchard F. sonetinmes "acts |like he can't do anything" or "makes
believe he's lost" in order to shirk responsibility, whereas his job
coach believed that he forgot tasks because he had suffered a
traumatic brain injury. Co-workers at another setting related an
I nci dent in which the supported enpl oyee had swng a broomat a co-
worker. The explanation for his behavior was that "He really hates

John." These co-workers disliked John too and bel i eved that
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the correct solution to the problemwas for John to stay away from

t he supported enpl oyee. Such expl anati ons—azi ness, |ikes and
-edislikes, bad days, and so on—were the sane sorts of explanations
given for the work problens of non-disabl ed workers. A sense of
solidarity was encouraged anong workers, which included an acceptance
of inperfection. As one co-worker expressed it, "Sure, we have to
put up with (the supported enpl oyee). But he has to put up with us
too." Cne difference sonetines attributed to supported enpl oyees was
that perhaps their bad days were a little nore extrene than other
workers', or that they had | ess sophisticated neans of expressing

| i kes and di sl ikes.

A nunber of co-workers reported that their original perceptions
of the supported enpl oyee had been revised in a positive direction
over tine. Statenents like "He has a lot of ability; he surprised
nme" and "He's smarter than a lot of people think" were nmade by co-
workers at four settings. It mght be accurate to say that co-
workers' perception of supported enpl oyees as disabled tended to
becone |l ess vivid, or enconpass a snaller part of their tota
perception of supported enpl oyees over tine.

Co-wor ker Perceptions of Job Coaches

Co-wor kers viewed job coaches as possessing a special expertise
I n communi cating wth and teachi ng supported enpl oyees. Wen job
coaches were on-site, co-workers usually gave expl anati ons and
directions to themrather than to supported enpl oyees, in the belief
that job coaches had special techniques for relaying these
expl anations and instructions to supported enpl oyees. Job coaching

activity was described somewhat vaguely, even nysteriously, as
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"working wi th" supported enpl oyees or as "dealing with" problens.
Co-workers believed that the routines established and decisions nade
by job coaches should not be altered because job coaches had good
reasons for what they did, reasons understandable only to other
experts. For exanple, co-workers at Gants did not allowthe
supported enpl oyee to use a box cutter to open cartons because the
job coach had told themit would be too dangerous.

Possi bl y because job coaches were no |onger continually
providing training, co-workers perceived themas |argely
disciplinarians. For exanple, when a supported enpl oyee experienced
a job perfornmance problem his job coach "got on his case,"” according
t o co-workers.

Co-wor ker Perceptions of Conpani es and Supervi sors

As we have seen, co-workers tended to express little conmmtment

to their jobs, and many were forthright in reporting that "I'm sick
of it," "lI've been here long enough,” or "I'mjust doing this unti
sonet hing cones up." Co-workers also tended to perceive their

supervi sors negatively. Conpl ai ni ng about supervisors and conpany
policies was a common topic of conversation. Supervisors were seen as
"two faced,"” "not too bright," disrespectful, and inconsistent. This
negati ve perception of supervisors contrasted with the point of view
of supported enpl oyees, who usually regarded their supervisors as
their closest friend and nost dependable ally.

A negative perception of supervisors did not apply in all seven
settings. The stock room supervisor at Gants was viewed as al nost a
co-worker. He dressed nore |ike a co-worker than |ike a conpany

manager and had an egalitarian supervisory style. Negative attitudes
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were reserved for his supervisors, the store manager and assi stant
manager. At Qty Hospital, co-workers referred to the di shroom

supervi sor jokingly as "Mom" and described her in positive terns.

Super vi sor Perceptions

Super vi sor Perceptions of Supported Enpl oyees

Supervi sors were generally pleased with supported enpl oyees and
satisfied with their work. Supported enpl oyees were described as
"very accurate," "doing fine," and having "a lot of ability." In
addi tion, supervisors felt that supported enpl oyees fit in well and
had becone "part of the place."

Prai se for supported enpl oyees was qualified by severa
supervisors who felt that the supported enpl oyee at the setting was
only satisfactory "in her own little sphere" or "as long as we don't
mess with his routine." Lack of flexibility concerned supervisors,
and was an inportant factor in Brenda P.'s termnation from Sunny
Haven because it neant that she was useful only "in an idea

situation,” whereas "this is the real world."

Qt her probl ens nmentioned by supervisors about individua
supported enpl oyees were that "V always have to remnd himto get
back to work," he is "a little nore trouble,” "He can't take care of
qui ck turnaround,” and "He gets overly concerned about things."

But supervisors took these problens in stride, and dealt with
themas an expected part of their jobs. In fact, sonme supervisors
not only tolerated problens and cri ses—+ncl udi ng those associ at ed
wi th the managenent of entry-Ilevel enpl oyees—but had been drawn to

such work and enjoyed it. As one supervisor put it:
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There's always sone kind of crisis in the business. But that's

what keeps ne going. | have a love/hate relationship with it.
When a supervisor reprinmanded Richard F. for bringing a knife to
work, he was pl eased that he had had an opportunity to do him "sone
good." None of the supervisors except the admnistrator of Sunny
Haven believed that the problens of the supported enpl oyee were
serious, and in sone cases reported that they were | ess serious than
the problens of sonme of their co-workers. But although supervisors
did not expect enployees to be free of problens, they did | ook for
the trait of "initiative" and for "signs of inprovenment" in
enpl oyees.

Supervi sor Perceptions of Job Coaches and Agencies

Supervi sors were pleased with the service that job coaches
provided. They felt, as did co-workers, that they were obtaining the
benefit of special expertise wthout which they could not enploy the
supported enpl oyees. They |ooked to the job coach for cues as to the
extent to which they shoul d becone involved in training and
supervision. (e supervisor asked the job coach, "Should | step in
or back off? You just let nme know "

Supervi sors mai ntai ned quick access to the job coach's phone
nunber, in case problens should arise. At one setting the job
coach's nane and phone nunber could be found on the posted list of
enpl oyees, instead of the nane and nunber of the supported enpl oyee
hinself. Picture booklets created by job coaches at two settings
that depicted the task sequence of the supported enpl oyee were kept
in an inportant |ocation and considered val uabl e by supervisors, even
t hough at one setting the bookl et had been rendered obsolete by job
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changes.

At Sunny Haven, the supervisor believed that the job coach who
worked with Brenda P. had been both a help and a hindrance. The
follow ng excerpts are froman interview follow ng Brenda' s
term nation:

| don't know, | never had a job coach here before, and | don't

know whet her a job coach inhibits her communi cations wth other

peopl e. Because she knew he was there. A job coach is good but
| think inhibits them Put yourself in that situation. |[|f you

cane in at 12:00 and you knew you were going to go hone at 3:30,

and your job coach was standing at your shoul der, how rmuch

initiative would you take to make friends with other staff
nenbers or go ahead and assunme sone responsibility? You

woul dn't because you know you're only going to be here a short

tinme, (the job coach) is here. You know everything is going to

be alright. Even if | do it wong, (the job coach) wll tell
nme, not the head housekeeper. She was not accountable to

anot her person except (the job coach). | don't knowif it makes

sense, but these are ny observations over a period of tine.

Job Coach Percepti ons

Job Coach Perceptions of Conpani es and Job Coachi ng

Job coaches viewed their job as that of teaching a job routine
to a supported enpl oyee and insuring that job perfornmance was
successful. One agency's Job Coach Trai ning Manual explains the
nmeani ng of effective job coaching: "This neans that the person you
are training needs to be successful in the position that you are
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training hinmher for."

The focus of job coaching was on the specific requirenents of
each position. These requirenents were defined in terns of a pre-
established list of job tasks negotiated with the enployer. As one
job coach put it, "The inportant thing is the list. He has to learn
to go tothe list and go back to the task he was on."

Supervisors did not always regard being tied to a set routine as
an asset, but as a potential problem The reverse discrepancy, where
supervi sors perceived as assets behavior job coaches perceived as
errors, occurred as well. The supervisor at one setting related the
follow ng incident:

Rchard F. takes his job very seriously. He told everyone to

get out of the kitchen because it was tine for himto clean. |

told himhe should let themstay if they wanted to and work
around them
Taking the job seriously was a positive attribute that took
precedence over |lack of social grace. This enployee's job coach,
however, believed that asking co-workers to | eave the kitchen was a
behavi or that had to be extinguished. As another exanple, Janes W
at Holy Rosary School had trouble cleaning the girl's rest room
because he was reluctant to call into the roomto determne whether
It was occupied. Janes W preferred to ask co-workers to check for
him The job coach considered this as a najor roadblock to
| ndependence on the job, but when it cane to the attention of the
supervi sor, she responded that "It's probably better that way" and

assigned a fenal e enpl oyee to check the room each day.

But job coaches did not view their perceptions as discrepant
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fromthose of supervisors. They believed that at least to a very
great degree their perceptions were congruent. For exanple, the job
coach at R de-A-Van explained her rationale for correcting a certain
behavi or by saying, "If | can see it, you can bet they see it."

Job coaches felt responsible for training the supported
enpl oyee. In only one instance did a job coach watch a co-worker
I nstruct a supported enpl oyee w thout taking over the training
directly. However, they limted their interventions to those which
did not "cause a scene" because, as one job coach related, "Causing a
scene at a conpany is the worst thing you can do."

But job coaches believed that the behavior of the supported
enpl oyee was ultimately the enpl oyee's own responsibility. e job
coach expressed the belief that "It's a mstake to always intervene",
and another, "He has to learn that there are consequences."
Eventual |y, job coaches reported that they would reach a point at
whi ch they had done all they could and felt justified in wthdraw ng.
Job Coach Perceptions of Supported Enpl oyees

Job coaches, as well as agency admnistrators and OR
counsel ors, viewed supported enployees as "low functioning." e
counsel or expl ained that the supported enpl oyee "is very high risk.
That's why we're using a job coach.”

Job coaches were cautious about the chances of supported
enpl oyees for success at their jobs. They believed that the
supported enpl oyees they were assigned to were doing better than
before, but were careful not to coomt thenselves to a belief that

the job woul d be a success.

Job coaches perceived the biggest problem of supported enpl oyees
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to be their tendency to "mss things" or to be "distractible." Next,
j ob coaches were concerned about how supported enpl oyees m ght
respond to unusual events. In the opinion of one job coach, "Hs

bi ggest problens are being silly and what to do if sonething breaks.
He woul dn't know how to fix it."

Job coaches believed that supported enpl oyees required jobs that
were kept to as unchanging a routine as possible, ("H hates change,"
summari zed one job coach's view) and social interactions were kept to
a mnimm Janes W's job coach attributed positive performance to
social isolation: "Yesterday there was no gym and the nusic teacher

was out. Maybe that's why he did so good."



CHAPTER M |
D SAUSSI ON

The findings of this study of the interactions, supports and
per ceptions of supported enpl oynment setting participants can be
summarized in terns of seven main thenes. These thenes are
summari zed bel ow. The inplications of this study for our
understandi ng of the integration of persons with disabilities within
comunity work settings and supported enpl oynent practices are
di scussed in the followi ng section. Finally, a nunber of
recommrendat i ons can be offered for changes in the way supported

enpl oynent services are provi ded.

Concl usi ons

Al t hough each setting was highly individual in many ways, they
shared a nunber of common features and simlar social processes
Seven nmain thenmes are summari zed bel ow.

"Not My Real Job"; The Low status Context of Supported Enpl oynent

Supported enpl oyees held a variety of job positions with a
variety of enployers, but all of these could be described as entry-
| evel , service jobs, and nost involved sonme formof cleaning work.
Nondi sabl ed enpl oyees within these settings who held simlar or
rel ated positions regarded their jobs as having | ow status and
provi ding | ow wages, and sone attenpted to distance thensel ves from
their job position with comrents like "This isn't ny real job."

Enpl oyees frequently conpl ai ned about their jobs, and those who

enjoyed their jobs nentioned opportunities for socialization, |ow



skill demands, and |ow commtnent required by enpl oyers as the
features they found attractive. Lateness and absenteei smwere
comon, as well as a nunber of unofficial work practices: working in
pairs in order to socialize, swtching tasks with a co-worker,
working slowy, and so forth. Mbst enpl oyees were young adults, and
nost job positions turned over frequently.

"Don't Mess with H's Routine": The Atypical Design of Supported Job

Posi ti ons

Wth the exception for sone skilled occupations, several co-
wor kers (two wai tresses, four di shroomworkers, etc.) usually worked
at the sane job. But supported enpl oyees usually hel d one-person job
positions; that is, they were the only enpl oyee on duty performng
that job. |n sone cases a supported job was a special position
devel oped for a particul ar enpl oyee, consisting of a fragnment of a
typical position or a few |loosely connected fragnents. As a result a
"co-worker" of a nondi sabl ed enpl oyee usual |y neant soneone who had
simlar responsibilities, frustrations, and concerns, but for
supported enpl oyees a "co-worker" sonetines neant only a person who
wor ked nearby or who wal ked past.

Supported jobs were structured to an inordi nate degree, al nost
fossilized, into an unvarying sequence of tasks. Such structure was
wel I -suited to the behaviorally-oriented training and data coll ecti on
met hods utilized by job coaches. But nore inportantly, it reflected
a concern shared by agencies and conpani es that supported enpl oyees
were at risk of "short-circuiting" if overstimlated or confused.
Keepi ng interactions with co-workers to a mninumwas believed to be

a part of providing structure. Supported enpl oyees were al so
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commonl y enpl oyed for different or shorter work hours than their co-
wor kers.  Four supported enpl oyees held the only part-tine positions
at their conpanies.

"W Have Fun Here"; The Inportance O Social Interaction

I nteracti ons anmong workers were an ever-present feature of the
settings studied. Fornal interactions were often required for the
execution of interdependent job functions and to conplete joint
tasks. Indefinite boundaries or "rough edges" of job positions were
common and were resol ved through interactions anong wor kers.

Unpl anned occurrences and work problens were daily events at nost
settings and were stimuli for additional interactions. Even nore
common were informal, purely social interactions. During work,
formal interactions spilled over into brief social exchanges. Wen
possi bl e, enpl oyees worked in pairs to nmaxi mze these opportunities
for interacting. Problens, mstakes, and other breaks in routine
were occasions for social interactions. Brief exchanges were often
in the formof jokes or pranks.

Non-work tinme and slowtinme were available at all of the
settings, where enployees interacted either as a group or in pairs or
smal | sub-groups. Social custons, such as bringing in donuts, were
evident at many work settings.

Most enpl oyees identified one or two work friends. Wrk friends
spent break time together, talked about topics of common interest,
hel ped each other with problens, and stood up for one another in

I nterpersonal conflict situations.
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"She's AWul Quiet": The Restricted Social Participation of Supported

Enpl oyees
Supported enpl oyees generally interacted |ess often than their

co-workers, although there were w de variations across individuals.
None of the supported enpl oyees had forned a cl ose working
relationship with any of their co-workers. Atypical jobs and
schedul es decreased opportunities for working jointly with a co-

worker, for formal interactions to "spill over," and for
participation in key social tines during the work day. The
substitution of job coaching services for nmentor and ot her co-worker
job training renoved the possibility of an on-going personal bond
between trainee and nentor, inhibited the devel opnent of

communi cation links to co-workers, and resulted in acquisition of
formal job skills, but not skills related to informal custons or
tricks of the trade. |In addition, the speech of sone supported

enpl oyees was difficult to understand, and the |life experiences and
responsi bilities of supported enpl oyees were different from those of
their co-workers. Mre tine and effort may be required, under these
ci rcunstances, to develop a satisfying working rel ationship.

"They Stick Together"; The Inportance of Natural Supports

Most new enpl oyees |earned their jobs by being paired with an
experienced worker. Mentors becane sources of ongoi ng support beyond
the initial training period. Additional support was provided for
I ndi vi dual enpl oyees' co-workers who held the sane job position, by
co-wor kers whose tasks intersected with those of the enployees, and
by co-workers who were work friends. The sane individual mght fill

nore than one of these roles. Sone support consisted of purely
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affective expressions of caring or solidarity, such as listening to
conplaints or nmaking coffee for the group. Mre instrunental support
included help in getting to work, remnders about work tasks,
correcting m stakes, assisting with personal problens, and comng to
a co-worker's defense when criticized or teased. Describing one such
relati onship, a supervisor noted "Just criticize their area and they
stick together |ike brothers."

Supervisors also provided a variety of supports and
accommodations for their subordinates. But they nmade unsatisfactory
work friends because they were often the target of co-worker
conpl ai ni ng and because their involvenment in nost settings was
epi sodic. The "supply" of natural support was generous and flexible,
al t hough not i nexhausti bl e.

"Step In or Back Of?": The H dden Messages of Job Coaches

Job coaches were provided to supported enpl oyees as sources of
extra or special support. Job coaches functioned as trainers and as
di sciplinarians, and sonetines as nediators. But their role was
unclear in nmany cases. A settings where they were present nost of
the time, the role of job coach becane indistinguishable fromthat of
supervisor. Job coaches al so sonetines worked al ongsi de supported
enpl oyees as co-workers, an arrangenent that mmcked in a sense the
pairing of two co-workers.

Job coaches becane m ddl epersons for social interactions,
rel ayi ng communi cations between supported enpl oyees and ot her
enpl oyees nmuch as a | anguage translator would do. Job coaches al so
provi ded sone forns of help to supervisors, such as hel ping fine-tune

the task denmands and work schedul e of a supported enpl oyee.



Job coach services were closely tied to formal task denands.
Supported enpl oyee behaviors not included in task lists —including
informal joking and participation in social rituals —were ignored
or defined as errors.

Bot h supervi sors and co-workers assunmed that job coaches were
essential to the success of the supported enpl oyee and that job
coaches possess speci al, sonewhat nysterious, know edge and skills.
They | ooked to job coaches for cues about howto act and how to
interpret behavior. One supervisor specifically requested to be told
"Should | step in or back off? You just let ne know " Mbst often
t he hi dden nessage of job coaching was "back off." Supervisors
avoided interfering wth or overriding job coach deci sions whenever
possible, left training in the hands of the job coach, and
comuni cat ed probl ens or special requests using the job coach as the
internediary. Supported enpl oyees consequently received | ess natura
support than their co-workers, as exenplified by the supervisor who
told each worker when to start and end break each day except for the
supported enpl oyee, because his job coach had taught himto use an
al ar m wat ch.

"Just Li ke Anybody El se"; D screpant Perceptions of Supported

Enpl oyees
Bot h co-workers and supervisors felt that supported enpl oyees

were productive and accepted nenbers of their organi zations. They
stated that they did not view a supported enpl oyee as di sabl ed, but
“"treat himjust |ike anybody el se." Sone categorization of supported
enpl oyees as nenbers of a special group was evident, however, which

nei t her co-workers nor supervisors could adequately reconcile or
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explain. Sonme co-workers spoke about the behavior of supported

enpl oyees as if they were, at |least in sone respect, children. But
they interpreted work problens of supported enpl oyees as they did
those of any worker; that is, as notivational rather than as rel ated
to adisability. Supervisors were nore interested in seeing signs of
| nprovenent (i.e. in knowi ng howto interpret behavior) than they
were in seeing sone specified |evel of performance. Many co-workers
and supervisors alike reported that their perceptions of the
supported enpl oyee had becone nore positive over tine.

Supported enpl oyees enjoyed their jobs and felt accepted by
their co-workers and particularly their work supervisors. But sone
supported enpl oyees al so mssed the friends they had | ost contact
wth as a result of placenent on a supported job. Mst supported
enpl oyees enjoyed periodic visits fromtheir job coach, but preferred
to receive job instruction fromtheir supervisor, not their job
coach.

Job coaches saw supported enpl oyees as possessi ng serious
deficiencies and incapacities, such as an inability to deal with
confusion or disruption. They believed that supported enpl oyees were
"high risk" peopl e—peopl e who had a high probability of fail ure—and
avoided coommtting thenselves to any optimstic statenents about

vocational futures of those to whomthey provided support.

| npl i cati ons

The results of this study have a nunber of inplications for our
understandi ng of the integration of persons with severe disabilities
Into community vocational settings. |In addition, several
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i nplications for supported enpl oynent services follow fromthese
results. The inplications are discussed in the follow ng sections.

Vocational Integration of Workers with Severe D sabilities

The findings of the present study did not support those of
Lignugaris/Kraft, Rule, Salzberg and Stow tschek (1986) that there is
virtually no difference in the worksite interactional patterns of
workers with and without disabilities. Nor did the present findings
support the boundl ess optimsmthat supported enpl oynent "provides
| ongi tudi nal, consistent, and intensive interactions" wth
nondi sabl ed workers (Rusch, 1986). Enployees with disabilities
clearly engaged in fewer interactions than other enployees and
devel oped fewer and nore superficial relationships.

O the other hand, the pessimsm expressed by Turner (1983),
that the socialization needs of workers with disabilities are
"unlikely to be nmet outside" sheltered workshops, was not confirned
either. Supported enpl oyees were not in general lonely or only
margi nal participants. At several settings co-workers frequently
initiated interactions and extended those that were initiated towards
them by supported enpl oyees. The general picture that energed was
that social integration is enornously conplex and hi ghly dependent on
the social |andscape of individual settings. It may be significant
that Turner's expectations were based to a |large extent on studies of
residential settings conducted by Edgerton and others. Vocational
settings differ fromresidential settings in being centered around
cooperative, goal-directed activity. Participation in cooperative
activity hel ps counter negative stereotypes of people with

disabilities (Smth, Edwards, Heineman & Geist, 1985). The finding
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that perceptions of co-workers towards supported enpl oyees becane
nore positive over time supports such as interpretation

The results of this study support the belief that behavior
wthin a work setting is structured and patterned into what is
popularly termed a "culture." Such behavior is governed in part by
custons, norns, and beliefs devel oped over tine through interactions
and cooperation. The culture of an organi zation persists over tine
and through turnover of individual nenbers, is only partially or
I nperfectly articulated by the individuals who participate in it, and
Is only partly under the control of formal authority.

To work at a job is in part to participate in the infornal
rituals and custons of a work setting. This norning, the waitresses
at the Adinton Inn probably sat at "their" booth to change shoes and
talk informally. At R de-A-Van, next Friday, soneone wl| probably
bring in donuts for norning break. Even informal behavior is
governed by rules (Henderson & Argyle, 1986). Two corollaries of a
cultural perspective are that much behavior at work is setting-
specific, and that effort is required to "read" or understand an
organi zational culture. Together, these have inplications for the
type of data and the nethods of data collection required to
under stand the social demands of work settings.

The results of this study are consistent with those of Henderson
and Argyle (1985) and others, that nost social support at work is
derived fromone or two key work col |l eagues rather than distributed
across nany persons in a work environnent. Mst workers maintai ned
one or two work friendships and derived a great deal of support from

t hese friendships.
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An individual in the role of an "ally" who in effect sponsors a
new enpl oyee's adm ssion into the culture of an organi zati on may be
particularly inportant. Mbst co-workers in the present study coul d
point to a work friend or nentor on whomthey rely as an ally and a
nunber of co-workers across several settings had an ally in place at
the setting before being hired.

An ally may be even nore inportant for workers at risk of being
perceived as different. According to Sathe (1983), differentness is
permtted wthin an organi zational culture when an enpl oyee possesses
"self insurance" or "cultural insurance." Self insurance refers to
t he possession of needed technical skills, while cultural insurance
refers to the possession of a non-deviant ally within the
organi zation. Edgerton (1967) found that individuals with nenta
retardati on who had a nondi sabl ed benefactor adjusted nore
successfully to community residential settings. It may be that
allies are an inportant factor in admssion to "cultures" of al
Ki nds.

Supported Enpl oynent Services

Rusch (1986) advocated a "highly parochial view' (p. iv) of job
training and support. And Deal and Kennedy (1982) noted that each
work setting devel ops "ways of doing things around here," as well as
rituals for comrunicating to new enpl oyees that "your know edge isn't
good around here. It has to be matched with an intimate know edge of
this place" (p. 65). The findings of this study confirma
“parochial" or setting-specific approach to enploynent training and
support. What constitutes adaptive social behavior (e.g. greeting

one's co-workers, conversing at break-tine) nust be di scovered anew
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at each work setting. Not only will supported enpl oyee behavi or
differ across settings, but adaptive "job coach” behavior will differ
as well. Many behavioral interventions that are natural and
acceptabl e in special human service environnents nmay be out of place
in natural settings (Aveno, Renzaglia & Lively, 1987). Supported
enpl oynent intervention nmust be tailored to the uni que strengths,
needs, and traditions of each work setting.

Nurrer ous aut hors have enphasi zed the role of social behavior in
enpl oynent success. The depth and inportance of the social aspects
of work have been further highlighted by the present study. However,
the inplication that better social skills training of enployees wth
disabilities is required (e.g. Breen, Haring, Pitts-Conway, & Gayl ord-
"Ross, 1985) is less clear. The problens supported enpl oyees faced in
devel opi ng working rel ationships were only partly skill acquisition
problens. |In a discussion of friendship, Stainback and St ai nback
(1987) cautioned that lack of friends is not always the result of a
skill deficit. The sane can be said of work friendshi ps and worki ng
rel ati onships in general.

Karan and Kni ght (1986) argued that traditional behavior-change
approaches to enpl oynent have been too narrow, and that an adequate
soci al support network nmay be at |east as inportant for the
vocational success of individuals with severe disabilities. The
present study | ends support to such a position, as well as to the
earlier suggestion of Greenspan and Shoultz (1981) "to give carefu
attention to the interpersonal denmands which are involved in a
particular job and to the ability of the co-workers and supervisors
to either tolerate interpersonally inept behavior or to provide
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necessary feedback to clients in a supportive and infornative
fashion" (p. 34). nly secondarily do G eenspan and Shoul t z
recommend social skills training. The availability of supported

enpl oynent services has paradoxically made it easier, at least in the
short term to disregard such suggesti ons.

There is evidence to suggest that the way in which supported
enpl oynent services were provided resulted in successful job
performance on the part of the supported enpl oyee but at the sane
time seriously restricted their opportunities for socialization.
First, supported jobs were devel oped through professional contacts
and sal es techniques rather than through natural social networks.
None of the workers without disabilities obtained entry-|evel |obs
t hrough professional contacts. These workers often heard about |ob
openings fromfriends, relatives and acquai ntances and sonetines even
entered the organization with social contacts already in place.

Second, supported jobs were commonly negotiated for shorter than
usual work hours and were designed to be nore isolated and
| ndependent than other jobs. Both of these differences served to
elimnate opportunities for social interactions between supported
enpl oyees and their co-workers.

Third, job coach training was focused exclusively on job tasks
and work supervisors were the major source of job infornmation and the
primary contact person for job coaches. As a result, infornation
about informal or unauthorized worker practices was unavailable to
job coaches and the social denmands of work settings were by and |arge
ignored or in sone cases treated as problens. And supported

enpl oyees usual | y devel oped a closer working relationship with their
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supervisor than with any of their co-workers.

Fourth, job coach training substituted for and bypassed the
ment ori ng experiences provided at nmany settings to other workers.
This elimnated a custonary avenue for the devel opnent of working
rel ationships for supported enpl oyees, increasing their isolation and
vul nerability. Moreover, job coaching projected a nystique of
speci al expertise to supervisors and co-workers, who believed that
they should not interfere with job coach training or override job
coach decisions. Lack of confidence in interacting wth the
supported enpl oyee was |egitimzed.

And finally, job coaches utilized |anguage and techni ques
unfamliar to the business world and tended to explain supported
enpl oyee behavior in disability terms. Consequently, their
I nteractions with supervisors and co-workers often had the effect of
enphasi zing the differences and deviancy of supported enpl oyees.

The features of agency support services that restricted
soci alization cannot be attributed solely to insufficient training on
the part of job coaches. Little variation occurred across job
coaches of varying levels of education and experience. Mre
significantly, many of these features are recomrended in job coach
training nmanual s and considered to be "best practices" in job coach
training. Mxinmumroutinization of tasks, for exanple, is
universally recormended. As another exanple, a promnent job coach
trai ni ng manual (Mon, Goodal |, Barcus & Brooke, 1986) |ists one
recommrended "advocacy activity" as "explain to co-workers the

disability, background, and behavioral characteristics of the

enpl oyee" (p. 81).
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There is little doubt that sonme formof external support nust be
provided for sone adults with severe disabilities to succeed in
community enploynent. None of the enployers or agencies who
participated in the present study believed that enploynent of the
supported enpl oyee coul d have been successful in the absence of
supported enpl oynment services. And sone negative side effects of
external support may be unavoi dable (French & Bell, 1984). But every
effort should be made to mnimze or control these adverse effects
bef ore we can be confident that we are able to assist supported

enpl oyees to becone full-fledged nenbers of work organi zations.

Recommendat i ons

At the present time, supported enploynent appears to be heavily
concentrated in a narrow range of |owstatus occupational areas.
H gh turnover and low job satisfaction and coomtnent are
characteristic features of |lowstatus jobs. There is no reason to
presunme that workers with severe disabilities are any nore interested
in these jobs than other workers. Supported enpl oynent practitioners
shoul d distinguish carefully between entry-level jobs and |ow status
jobs. Many high-status occupations and val ued work settings have
entry-level positions which could be nade available to job seekers
with severe disabilities. The effort involved in expandi ng beyond
obvious and stereotypical job selections is likely to pay off in
greater job stability, satisfaction, and a higher level of social
I nt egration.

| ndi vi dual i zed supported enpl oynent services al so appear to be
heavily invested in the job coach nodel of support. In authorizing

97



t he supported enpl oynent program Congress did not favor or enphasize
any one nodel of support over others, but sought to stinulate
devel opnent of an open-ended and flexible array of support services.
These were intended to include "salary supplenents to a co-worker and
other creative nodels" (HR 99-571, p. 31). Alternative nodels of
j ob support have been proposed (N sbet & Hagner, 1988) that are nore
unobt rusi ve and sensitive to the cultural features of individua
settings. Such nodels should be encouraged and expanded, and
supported enpl oynent research should include studies of the effect of
variations on and alternatives to traditional job coaching on
enpl oyee socialization

In the context of the job coach nodel itself, the findings of
the present study suggest several specific recommendations for change
In the way support services are provided. These services are often
described in stages, beginning with job devel opnent, through job
anal ysis, job instruction, and ongoing followalong (MLoughlin,
Garner & Callahan, 1987; Moon, Goodall, Barcus & Brooke, 1986), and
recommrendations are offered for each of these stages.

Job devel opnent. Informal social contacts and casual job search

net hods are a common avenue for entry of new workers into service
occupations. An insider can sponsor a newconer's social acceptance.
Even though nany job-seekers require assistance in finding

enpl oynent, assistance can resenble natural job finding strategies
nore closely. For exanple, a job devel oper mght systenatically I|ist
and contact a job seeker's network of social and community contacts,
and enlist the help of friends in finding job |eads on behal f of a

job seeker. Because a restricted social network is characteristic of
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many persons with disabilities (Wsolowski, 1987), greater attention
m ght be given to devel opi ng social contacts, nenbership in

nei ghbor hood organi zati ons, and so forth, for unenployed adults wth
disabilities.

Wrk friends tend to be co-workers of the sane sex and simlar
ages. Therefore, the age and sex of workers within a work setting
m ght be an inportant consideration in the selection of a job.

Since frequent and rmultiple joint tasks encourage interactions,
occupati ons where workers work as a teamor in pairs, or where nany
wor kers have the sanme job in common, mght be best for a job-seeker
who mght have troubl e developing relationships. As a rule, cleaning
occupations shoul d be considered particularly unsuitable, because
cleaning interferes with other work.

Job design. The start and end of a shift, and break and | unch

times are social tinmes at many work settings. The start of a shift
Is particularly inportant at nmany settings because di screpancies from
an expected or ideal work routine are resolved at that tine.
Therefore in designing and negotiating a supported job, full-day (or
full shift) jobs are probably superior to part-day jobs, other things
bei ng equal ; and possibly nmorning hal f-days are preferable to
afternoon hal f - days.

Social interactions are enhanced when frequent and multiple
joint or intersecting tasks are built into the design of a job.
I deal |y, a supported enpl oyee should work as one of a pair of workers
who conpl ete tasks together. Sone supported enpl oyees nay desire or
require less social contact, but those who participated in the

present study: (a) in general, would rather have had nore than fewer



social interactions; and (b) in general, were nore apt to experience
confusion fromlack of a co-worker on whomthey could rely for help
than confusion fromtoo many interactions.

The routinization of job tasks was seen as "unreal" by some
conpany nmanagers, and routinization had the effect of decreasing
interactions related to negotiating task "rough edges"” and unpl anned
occurrences. But when disruptions did occur they were handl ed
snoot hly by supervisors, co-workers, and supported enployees. In the
process of docunenting the acquisition of time managenent skills,
Martin, Hias-Burger, and Mthaug (1987) were surprised to find that
workers with severe disabilities had no trouble dealing wth
unavoi dabl e disruptions in their routines. |t nmay be that service
provi ders can design nore flexible and open-ended jobs w thout
pl aci ng supported enpl oyees in danger of failure.

Job instruction. Both informal social demands of workpl ace

cultures and fornmal tasks requirenents of supported jobs require
mastery, and both shoul d be anal yzed, inventoried, and taught to
supported enpl oyees. Miltiple informants—Aot supervisors al one—are
required to fully capture the behavioral requirenents of a job. The
“cultural adult" (WIkins, 1983) has been devel oped within
organi zational managenent as a technique for understanding the
culture of a work organi zation. Such techniques are adaptable for
use in supported enpl oynent services. Schein (1985) has suggested
that organi zational consultants use ethnographi c nmethods to study
organi zational cultures. Job coaches mght also benefit from
adopting an et hnographi c stance towards work settings.

Ment or arrangenents and other internal mechanisns for the

100



training and socialization of new enpl oyees are val uabl e sources of
enpl oynent support. Sutton and Louis (1987) have shown that interna
soci al i zation nmechani sns benefit insiders as well as newconers. They
help clarify the values and strengthen the culture of an

organi zati on.

Providers of supported enpl oynent services shoul d consider
nodi fying the role of the job coach fromdirect responsibility for
job training to a nore indirect, consulting function. For exanple,
an enpl oynent specialist mght assist a nmentor to attain greater
consistency in the use of verbal pronpts. MLoughlin, Garner, and
Cal | ahan (1987) have recommended adopting the role of a consultant
where possible in supported enpl oynent services. French and Bell
(1984) have recomrended that consultants resist the tenptation to act
as experts, and instead assist conpanies to develop their own
expertise. Lippitt and Lippitt (1984) cautioned that "externa
consultants are a natural threat to internal hel pers" (p. 510), and
recommended that consultants |ook for ways to coordinate their
efforts with internal support systens.

This recomrendation contradicts the widely held belief that job
coaching should be kept as private and hi dden as possi bl e.
Presenting job coaching as a nysterious activity that requires
speci al expertise may inhibit co-workers and supervisors from
providing instruction, feedback, and other interactions to supported
enpl oyees. A nore open approach, such as naki ng co-workers aware of
t he techni ques bei ng used, asking co-workers for advice in solving a
problem and so forth, mght also facilitate interactions nore

effectively.
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e skill in particular that cannot be overl ooked in job
training is whom when, and howto ask for help. Enployees wth
severe disabilities should not be expected to do their jobs

"independently,"” while around themhelp is freely requested and
gi ven.

Qearly, care should be taken not to confuse the role of job
coach or enpl oynent specialist with that of a work supervisor. 1In a
recent survey (Todd, 1987), supported enpl oynent personnel |isted
"provi de supervision to the disabled enpl oyee" as their third nost
I nportant function, nore inportant than "advocate for integrated
relations with the enpl oyer and co-workers." The findings of the
present study suggest that these two functions may be inconpatible.

(Onhgoi ng support. An inportant goal of support services shoul d

be devel opment of a network of work colleagues and allies for
supported enpl oyees. This recomrendation parallels that of Karan and
Knight (1986) to "identify key individual functions as support
peopl e" (p. 252). Supported enpl oyees and co-workers can be assisted
in the identification of mutual interests or—for those whose life
experi ences have been restricted—+n the devel opnent of new interests
and leisure pursuits. Care should be used in interpreting the
behavi or of supported enpl oyees to others within the work setting in
ways that enhance simlarities rather than differences.

Strategi es to enhance an enpl oyee's nenbership in the culture of
his or her work organi zation should not be |unped together into a
vague and poorly understood function called "advocacy" and rel egated
to two or three pages at the back of a job coaching manual. They are

central. Feldman's (1977) finding that anong enpl oyees feelings of
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accept ance preceded feelings of conpetence is of critical
si gni ficance.

Finally, the satisfaction of supported enpl oyees with their
wor ki ng relationship and with other facets of their job should be
nonitored as part of an ongoing followalong service. Job turnover
Is common in entry-1level jobs, and supported enpl oyees shoul d not
feel any nore obligated to remain at an unsatisfying job than do

ot her wor kers.
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APPENDI X
OCDI NG CATEGQCR ES AND VAJOR THEMES

SUPPCRTED JOBS
Wr k Environnents
Conpany Characteristics
Positions, Tasks and Schedul es
Wrker Coomtnent and Tenure
Wrker Selection and Hring
Agency Program Goal s
Conpany Program Goal s

| NTERACTI ONS
Formal Interaction anong Co-workers

Stimuli for Informal Interaction anong Co-workers

Participants in Informal |nteraction anong Co-workers

Content of Informal Interaction anong Co-workers
Informal Interaction wth Supervisors

I nteraction with Job Coaches

I nteraction with Qustoners

I nteraction between Job Coaches and Supervisors
Formal Interaction with Supported Enpl oyees
Informal Interaction with Supported Enpl oyees
Joki ng and Teasi ng

Conpl ai ni ng

Jargon and N cknanes
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I nteracti ons Qutside of Wirk

SUPPCRTS
Formal Training and Support for Wrkers
Formal Training by Job Coaches
Conpany Perceptions of Job Coachi ng
Informal Help with Wrk by Co-workers
Informal Help with Personal Problens by Co-workers
Supervi sion of Wrkers
Supervi sor Hel p with Personal Problens
Job Modifications and Adaptati ons
Asking for Help
Def endi ng Agai nst Teasi ng
Supported Enpl oyee Perceptions of Job Coachi ng
Job Coach Fadi ng
Responses to Problens and Errors
Limts on Support
Job Coach Interaction with Co-workers
Job Coach Beliefs and Jargon

PERCEPTI ONS
Super vi sor Perceptions of Supported Enpl oyees
Co- wor ker Perceptions of Supported Enpl oyees
Job Coach and Agency Perceptions of Supported Enpl oyees
Perception of Errors and Probl ens

Job Coach Influence on Perceptions

105



REFERENCES

Anmsa, P. (1986). Oganizational culture and work group behavi or:
An enpirical study. Journal of Managenent Studies. 32. 347-362.

Aveno, A, Renzaglia, A & Lively, C (1987). Surveying community
training sites to insure that instructional decisions
accommodate the site as well as the trainees. Education and
Training in Mental Retardation. 22, 167-172.

Bel l any, G, Rhodes, L., Wlcox, B., Albin, J., Mank, D, Boles, S,
Horner, R, Collins, M & Turner, J. (1984). Qality and

equality in enploynent services for adults with severe
disabilities. Journal of the Association for Persons with
Severe Handi caps. 9, 270-277.

Biklen, DD & Knoll, J. (1987). The disabled mnority. 1In S

Taylor, D Biklen &J. Knoll (Eds.) Gommnity integration for

people with severe disabilities (pp. 3-24). New York NY:

Teacher's Col | ege Press.

Bogdan, R, & Biklen, S (1982). (Qualitative research for
education. Boston MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Bogdan, R & Taylor, S. (1987). GConclusion: The next wave. 1In S
Taylor, D Biklen &J. Knoll (Eds.) Comunity integration of

people with severe disabilities (pp. 209-213). New York:

Teacher's Col | ege Press.

Breen, C, Haring, T., Pitts-Conway, V. & Gaylord-Ross, R (1985).
The training and generalization of social interaction during
breaktinme at two job sites in the natural environnent. Journal

of the Association for Persons with Severe Handi caps. 10. 41-50.

106



Brown, L., Rogan, P., Shiraga, B., Albright, K, Kessler, K, Bryson,
F., VanDeventer, P. & Looms, R (1987). A vocational follow
up evaluation of the 1984 to 1986 Madi son Metropolitan School

Dstrict graduates with severe intellectual disabilities.
Seattle WA  The Association for Persons with Severe Handi caps.

Brown, L., Shiraga, B., Ford, A, Nsbet, J., VanDeventer, P., Sweet,
M, York, J. & Looms, R (1984). Teaching severely

handi capped students to perform neani ngful work in nonsheltered

vocational environnments. Madison W: Madison Metropolitan
School District.

Brown, L., Shiraga, B., York, J., Kessler, K, Strohm B., Rogan, P.,
Sweet, M, Zanella, K, VanDeventer, P. & Looms, R (1984).

Integrated work opportunities for adults with severe handi caps:
The extended training option. Journal of the Association for
Persons with Severe Handi caps. 9, 262-269.

Burke, R Wir, T., & Duncan, G (1976). Infornal hel pi ng processes

inwork settings. Acadeny of Managenent Journal . 19. 370-377.
Burton, L., Chavez, J. & Kohaska, C  (1987). Enployability skills:
A survey of enployers' opinions. Journal of Rehabilitation. 53.
71-74.
Chadsey- Rusch, J., Karlan, G, Rva, M, & Rusch, F. (1984).

Conpetitive enploynent: Teaching conversational skills to
adults who are nentally retarded. Mental Retardation. 22, 218-
255.

Das, T. (1983). Qualitative research in organizational behavior.

Journal of Managenent Studies. 20. 301-314.

107



Deal, T. & Kennedy, A (1982). Corporate cultures. Reading MA
Addi son- Vsl ey.
Edgerton, R  (1967). The cloak of conpetence. Berkeley CA Univ.

of California Press.

Edgerton, R, Bollinger, M & Herr, B. (1984). The cloak of
conpetence: After two decades. American Journal on Mental
Deficiency. 88. 345-351.

Erickson, F. (1986). Qualitative nmethods in research on teaching.

In MC. Wttrock (E.) Handbook of research on teaching. 3rd
Ed. (pp. 19-161). New York NY: NMacmllan.

Everson, J. (1988). Reference manual of supported enpl oynent terns

and concepts. R chrmond VA  Virginia GCommonweal th University

Rehabi litation Research and Training Center.
Feldman, D. (1977). The role of initiation activities in

soci alization. Hunan Rel ati ons. 30. 977-990.

Foss, G & Peterson, S. (1981). Social interpersonal skills
relevant to job tenure of nentally retarded adults. Mental
Retardation. 19. 103-106.

French, W & Bell, c. (1984). (Qganizational devel opnent:

Behavi oral science interventions for organizational

| nprovenent. Englewood Aiffs NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Gabarro, J. (1987). The devel opment of working relationships. 1In
J. Lorsch (E.) Handbook of organizational behavior (pp. 172-

189). Englewood Aiffs NJ: Prentice-Hall.
daser, B, & Strauss, A (1967). The discovery of grounded theory.

Chicago IL: Aldine.

108



Qeenspan, S. & Shoultz, B. (1981). Wiy nentally retarded adults
| ose their jobs: Social conpetence as a factor in work
adjustnent. Applied Research in Mental Retardation. 2, 23-38.

Hanl ey- Maxwel I, C, Rusch, F., Chadsey-Rusch, J. & Renzaglia, A

(1986). Reported factors contributing to job termnations of

individuals with severe disabilities. Journal of the

Associ ation for Persons with Severe Handicaps. 11. 45-52.
Henderson, M & Argyle, M (1985). Social support by four

categories of work colleague: Relationships between activities,
stress, and satisfaction. Journal of Qccupational Behavior, 6,
229- 2309.

Henderson, M & Argyle, M (1986). The informal rules of working

rel ati onshi ps. Journal of Cccupational Behavior, 7, 259-275.
Hrszowicz, M (1982). Industrial sociology. New York NY: St.
Martin's.
House Conference Report 99-955 (1986). Rehabilitation Act
Arendnents of 1986. Washington DC  U. S. Govt. Printing Cfice.
House Report 99-571 (1986). (To acconpany HR 4021) . Washi ngton
DC U S CGovt. Printing Ofice.
Karan, O & Knight, C  (1986). Devel opi ng support networks for

I ndi vidual s who fail to achieve conpetitive enploynent. In F.
Rusch (Ed.) Conpetitive enploynent issues and strategies (pp.
241-257). Baltinore MD:. Paul H Brookes.

Kirmeyer, S. & Lin, T. (1987). Social support: |Its relationship
to observed commnication with peers and superiors. Acadeny of

Managenent Journal . 40. 138-151.

109



LeConpte, M & CGoetz, J. (1984). Problens of reliability and
validity in ethnographic research. Review of Educati onal
Research. 52. 31-60.

Lignugaris/Kraft, B., Rule, S, Salzberg, C & Stow tschek, J.
(1986). Social interpersonal skills of handi capped and

nonhandi capped adults at work. Journal of Enpl oynent
Counsel ing. 23. 20-30.
Martin, D., EHias-Burger, J. &Mthaug, D. (1987). Acquisition and

mai nt enance of tine-based task change sequences. Education and
Training in Mental Retardation. 22. 250-255.
Ml oughlin, C Garner, J. & Callahan, M (1987). GCetting enpl oyed.

stayi ng enpl oyed. Baltinore MD. Paul H Brookes.
Mtchell, R, Billings, A & Mos, R (1982). Social support and

wel I -being: Inplications for prevention prograns. Journal of

Primary Prevention. 3, 77-98.
Mon, S, Goodall, D., Barcus, M & Brooke, V. (1986). The

supported work nodel of conpetitive enploynment for citizens with

sever e handi caps: A guide for job trainers. (2nd Ed.)

R chnond VA:  VMirginia GCommonweal th University Rehabilitation
Research and Training Center.

Murphy, S. & Hagner, D. (1987). Evaluating assessnent settings:
Ecol ogi cal influences on vocational evaluation. Journal of
Rehabi litation. 54. 53-59.

N sbet, J. & Callahan, M (1987). Achieving success in integrated

wor kpl aces: Oritical elements in assisting persons with severe
disabilities. In S Taylor, D B klen &J. Knoll (Eds.)
Community integration for people with severe disabilities (pp.

110




184-201). New York NY: Teacher's Col | ege Press.
N sbet, J. & Hagner, D (1988). MNatural supports in the workplace:

A reexam nation of supported enploynment. Journal of the

Associ ation for Persons with Severe Handi caps. 13. 260-267.

N sbet, J. & Vincent, L. (1986). The differences in inappropriate
behavior and instructional interactions in sheltered and

nonshel tered work environnents. Journal of the Association for

Persons with Severe Handi caps. 11. 19-27.
Qth, C, WIlkinson, H & Benfari, R (1987). The manager's role

as coach and nentor. Qganizational Dynamcs. 16. 66-69.

Pearson, R (1982). Support: Exploration of a basic dinension of
informal help and counseling. Personnel and Qui dance Journal ,
61, 83-87.

Peponis, J. (1985). The spatial culture of factories. Hunan
Rel ations. 38. 357-390.

Rusch, F. (Ed.) (1986). Conpetitive enploynment issues and

strategies. Baltinore MO Paul H Brookes.

Rusch, F. & Menchetti, B. (1981). Increasing conpliant work
behaviors in a non-sheltered work setting. Mental Retardation.
19, 107-111.

Rusch, F. Schutz, R & Agran, M (1982). Validating entry-|eve

survival skills for service occupations: |Inplications for
curricul umdevel opnent. Journal of the Association for the
Severel y Handi capped. 7, 32-41.

Sandler, R (1982). You can sell your body but not your mnd: A

soci ol i ngui stic examnation of the folklore on the autonobile
assenbly line. D ssertation Abstracts International 43-A (3).
11




887.
Sankovsky, R  (1971). Adjustnent services in rehabilitation.
Journal of Rehabilitation. 37. 8-10.

Sathe, V. (1983). Inplications of corporate culture: A nmanager's

guide to action. Qganizational Dynamcs. 12. 5-23.

Schein, E (1985). (Oganizational culture and | eadership. San

Franci sco CA* Jossey- Bass.

Schneider, B., Parkington, J. & Buxton, V. (1980). Enployee and
custonmer perception of service in banks. Admnistrative Science
Quarterly. 25, 252-267.

Smth, C, Edwards, J., Heineman, A & CGeist, C (1985). Attitudes

toward and performance eval uations of workers wth
disabilities. Journal of Applied Rehabilitation Counseling. 16,
39-41.

Smrcich, L (1983). The concept of culture and organi zati onal

analysis. Admnistrative Science Quarterly. 28. 339-358.
Spradley, J. (1980). Participant observation. New York NY: Holt,

R nehart & Wnston.
Stai nback, W & Stainback, S. (1987). Facilitating friendships.
Education and Training in Mental Retardation. 22, 18-25.
Sundstrom E.  (1986). Wirk places. Canbridge MA Canbridge

Uni versity Press.

Sutton, R & Louis, M (1987). How selecting and soci ali zi ng
newconers influences insiders, Hunman Resource Managenent. 26,
347- 361.

Taylor, S. & Bogdan, R (1984). Introduction to qualitative

research net hods: The search for neani ngs. (Second Edition).

112




New York: Wl ey.

Taylor, S, Racino, J., Knoll, J. & Lutfiyya, Z (1987). Down
hone:- GCommunity integration for people with the nost severe
disabilities. In S Taylor, D B klen, &J. Knoll (Eds.)
Community integration for people wth severe disabilities (pp.
36-63). '"New York NY; Teacher's College Press.

Thonpson, W (-1983). Hanging tongues: A sociol ogi cal encounter
with the assenbly line. Qualitative Sociology. 6, 215-242.

Todd (1987)-. Supported enploynent: Inplications for education.
Rehabi litation Education. 1, 155-159.

Turner, J. (1983). Wrkshop society: E hnographic observations in
a work setting for retarded adults. In K Kernan, M Begab & R

Edgerton (Eds.) Environnents and behavior: The adaptation of

nmental ly retarded persons (pp. 147-172). Baltinore M

Uni versity Park Press.

VanMaahen, J. (1975). Police socialization. Admnistrative
Science Quarterly. 20. 207-228.

Wacker, D., Berg, W, Visser, M, Egan, J., Berrie, J., Ehler, L.,
Short, B., Swatta, P. & Tasler, B. (1986). Aprelimnary

eval uation of independence in a conpetitive enploynment setting.
Journal of the Association for Persons with Severe Handi caps.
11, 246-254.

VWehmah, P. & Kregel, J. (1985). A supported work approach to

conpetitive enploynent of individuals with noderate and severe
handi caps. Journal of the Association for Persons with Severe

Handi caps. 10. 3-11.

113



VWhman, P., Kregel, J., Barcus, M & Schalock, R (1986).
Vocational transition for students w th devel opnent al

disabilities. InW Kiernen &J. Stark (Eds.) Pathways to

enpl oynent for adults with devel opnental disabilities (pp. 113-
128). Baltinore MD: Paul H Brookes.
VWehman, P. & Melia, R (1985). The job coach: Function in

transitional and supported enploynment. Anerican Rehabilitation.
11, 4-7.
VWhman, P. & Moon, S. (1987). Qitical values in enpl oynent

prograns for persons with devel opnental disabilities: A
position paper. Journal of Applied Rehabilitation Counseling.
18, 12-16.

Whman, P., Renzaglia, A & Bates, P. (1985). Functional Iiving

skills for noderately and severely handi capped i ndi vi dual s.
Austin TX  Pro-Ed.

Wesol owski, M (1987). D fferences in sizes of social networks. of

rehabilitation clients vs. those of nonclients. Rehabilitation
Counseling Bulletin. 31. 17-27. .
W ki ns, (1983). The cultural audit: A tool for understanding

organi zations. Qganizational Dynamcs. 12. 24-38,

Wl fensberger, W & Thomas, S. (1983). PASSING programanal ysis of

service systens' inplenentation of nornalization goals:

Nornal i zation criteria and ratings. Dowsview,. Onhtari o:

National Institute on Mental Retardation.

114



New York



